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LETTER FROM THE MAYOR OF INDIANAPOLIS

January 14, 2009

Dear Citizens of Indianapolis:

Education is the cornerstone of a great city. High-quality schools educate our 
future leaders, revitalize neighborhoods, reduce crime and improve the quality of 
life. Our children deserve this and the future of our city needs this. 

Charter schools are an innovative, creative and proven 
approach to providing an exemplary education for children 
and families in our community, which is why I fully support 
the growth of this initiative. Families deserve high-quality 
education options so they can select a school that best fits 
their child’s needs. In order to ensure that charter schools 
indeed provide a high-quality option for students and  
families, the schools I authorize undergo rigorous and 
transparent accountability processes. This includes a wide 
range of tools for evaluating their performance including 
governance and financial reviews, expert site visits, confi-
dential student and staff surveys and test score analyses. In 
sum, this information provides the public, stakeholders and 
me with a comprehensive picture of the schools’ strengths, 
challenges and overall performance. 

This Accountability Report serves as a vehicle through which I share this infor-
mation with you. This year, we’ve included an executive summary that highlights 
key information from the report. The remainder of the report shares individual 
school performance.

As you will see, Mayor-sponsored charter schools have achieved many notable 
successes thus far, but also have areas for improvement. My expectation is that 
each school builds upon successes and quickly addresses deficiencies.

Additional information about the Indianapolis charter schools initiative can be 
found at www.indygov.org/Mayor/Charter.

Thank you for your interest in Mayor-sponsored charter schools.

Sincerely,

Gregory A. Ballard 
Mayor 
City of Indianapolis 1
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Charter schools provide an opportunity for all parents and students to access a 
high-quality school that meets their needs, and for innovative reformers space to 
create new schools that serve students and families exceptionally well.

Charter schools are an emerging trend here at home and nationwide, adding a 
new educational option for parents, students and educators. Indiana became 
the 37th state to adopt charter school legislation in 2001, and today, there are 
17 Mayor-sponsored charter schools providing innovative education options for 
Indianapolis families. Although a number of select individuals and entities have the 
power to authorize charter schools, Mayor Ballard is the only mayor in the country 
with this authority.

This Accountability Report reflects the performance of Indianapolis’ charter 
schools and provides a transparent view of standards and each school’s overall 
performance. The success of charter schools adds to the community’s vibrant 
quality of life, further elevating Indianapolis as a great place to live and work.

NOTABLE achievements
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FACT
 94 percent (68 of 72) of the 2007-2008 

graduates of Mayor-sponsored charter high 
schools are now enrolled in 2- or 4-year colleges.

Students in Mayor-sponsored charter schools are 
making impressive academic gains

In 2007-2008, Mayor-sponsored charter schools represented only 7 percent of all •	
schools in Indianapolis, but made up 30 percent of the top 10 most improved schools 
in the city.

For the last three years, the most improved school in Indianapolis – in terms of •	
increased pass rates on ISTEP+ – has been a Mayor-sponsored charter school.

In 2007-2008, the average improvement in ISTEP+ pass rates in Mayor-sponsored •	
charter schools was 5.8 percentage points, compared to 0.6 statewide and 0.2 in 
Indianapolis. 

In 2007-2008, students at Mayor-sponsored charter schools took the NWEA MAP test – •	
a nationally normed and highly respected assessment – which is given across the state 
and the nation in the fall and again in the spring.  

As a whole, students in Mayor-sponsored charter schools made more academic ��
progress from fall to spring than their state and national peers in reading and 
language, and about the same amount of growth in mathematics.

In no subject (reading, language or mathematics) or grade level (2�� nd through 
10th) did students at Mayor-sponsored charter schools make less growth than 
their state and national peers.

Two Mayor-sponsored charter schools – the Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School and •	
Christel House Academy – were two of the seven finalists for the Indiana Department of 
Education’s National Title I Distinguished Schools Recognition Program for closing the 
achievement gap.  

Two Mayor-sponsored charter schools – the Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School and •	
the Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE) – recieved the Effective 
Practice Incentive Community (EPIC) National Charter School Consortium award, a 
national award given to fewer than 100 charter schools across the country for improved 
student achievement. 

Parents and the community continue to show 
strong support and demand for Mayor-sponsored 
charter schools

87 percent of parents reported overall satisfaction with their child’s Mayor-•	
sponsored charter school in a 2008 confidential survey administered by Indiana 
University.

From 2007-2008 to 2008-2009, enrollment at Mayor-sponsored charter schools •	
increased by more than 900 students, or about 17 percent.

Going into the 2008-2009 academic year, more than 700 students were on waiting •	
lists to attend a Mayor-sponsored charter school.
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2007-2008 Mayor-Sponsored  
Charter Schools mISSIONS

Andrew J. Brown Academy
Andrew J. Brown Academy’s mission is to provide a challenging, back-to-basics 
program aimed at developing the ability of all students to master fundamental 
academic skills and, ultimately, to increase academic achievement.

Challenge Foundation Academy
The Challenge Foundation Academy’s mission is to offer a first-class education to 
every child.

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School
Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School’s mission is to empower students – 
regardless of their past academic performance – to become successful students 
who graduate with the capacity for college and career opportunities.

Christel House Academy
Christel House Academy strives to: equip students with the desire for lifelong 
learning; strengthen their civic, ethical and moral values; and prepare them to be 
self-sufficient, contributing members of society.

Decatur Discovery Academy
Decatur Discovery Academy seeks to provide a non-traditional environment in 
which students learn through experiential and inquiry approaches and strong 
personal relationships with teachers.

Fall Creek Academy
Fall Creek Academy’s mission is to provide an educational program that 
combines innovative technology-based learning, small group instruction and 
project-based learning to allow students to learn at their own pace and enable 
teachers to provide students with more individualized attention.

Flanner House Elementary School
By fostering critical thinking and problem-solving skills, Flanner House 
Elementary School seeks to build a solid foundation and provide positive motiva-
tion for lifelong learning among its students.

Fountain Square Academy
Fountain Square Academy seeks to use computer technology to engage students 
in learning and to continually track students´ academic progress.

Herron High School
Herron High School provides a classical liberal arts education with early college 
experiences.
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Hope Academy
Hope Academy offers a welcoming, challenging and supportive academic 
environment provided through a small school community high school model, 
committed to student recovery from alcohol and substance abuse.

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School
Teachers at Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School seek to infuse fine and 
performing arts into rigorous core academic courses and engage students in 
learning in a school culture that stresses respect and safety.

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School
Through its small size, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School attempts to ensure 
that every student has genuine, individualized relationships with teachers and 
other adults, and that every student becomes a self-directed learner.

KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory 
KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory’s mission is to strengthen the character, 
knowledge and academic skills of its students, empowering them to make deci-
sions that ensure success in college.

Lawrence Early College High School for 
Science and Technologies
Lawrence Early College High School for Science and Technologies provides a 
unique and supportive learning community, particularly for students who might 
not thrive in a traditional high school setting.

Monument Lighthouse Charter School
Students at Monument Lighthouse Charter School will acquire the knowledge, 
skills, values and attitudes to be responsible citizens and effective workers. 
Students will realize this mission through a curriculum that infuses fine and 
performing arts into a rigorous core of content.

Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence
Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE) is a community-driven 
elementary school that nurtures academic excellence, social development and 
civic responsibility in every individual. SENSE seeks to build a strong foundation 
for learning and living by creating in its students a thirst for knowledge and an 
enthusiasm for learning.
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ensuring Quality and accountability
The Mayor’s Office has created a comprehensive system for gathering  
detailed information about the schools, obtaining expert analyses of the schools’ 
performance and making the results fully available to the public. With significant 
funding from the Annie E. Casey Foundation, the Mayor’s Office enlisted leading 
accountability and charter school experts from Indianapolis and around the country 
to design and implement its accountability system. Key elements of this account-
ability system include:

MULTIPLE SCHOOL VISITS. The Mayor’s staff, as well as experts engaged by the 
Mayor’s Office, make multiple visits to the schools, including: 

PRE-OPENING VISITS:•	  Guided by a detailed checklist, the Mayor’s staff works 
with each new school before it opens to ensure that it is ready to start the school 
year in full compliance with education, financial, health, legal, safety and other 
vital requirements.

EXPERT SITE TEAM VISITS: •	 Site visits are conducted by local community 
education and evaluation experts from Indiana University. These teams examine 
educator practice and data related to each question of the Mayor’s performance 
framework. Teams visit each first and second year school for a full day in both 
the fall and spring. Third year schools engage in a self-evaluation process that 
requires them to assess their own performance relative to the performance 
framework standards using an evidence-based process. For schools in their 
fourth year, an expert team conducts an in-depth, two-and-a-half day visit as 
part of the Fourth Year Charter Review (FYCR), providing a summative evaluation 
of where the school stands in relation to standards. Teams conduct a detailed 
follow-up evaluation of any area in which a fifth year school received a “Does 
Not Meet Standard” rating during the prior year’s FYCR. Schools spend their 
sixth and seventh year of operation preparing for and participating in the charter 
renewal process. 

SCHOOL LEADERSHIP VISITS:•	  The Mayor’s staff conducts monthly visits to 
all schools to dialogue with school decision makers, examine operations and 
monitor compliance with various federal, state and local requirements. Staff also 
attend and observe governing board meetings at each school.

Independent, confidential surveys of parents, staff and  
students. Indiana University coordinates surveys of staff, parents and students 
each spring to rate their satisfaction with the schools on a variety of issues. For 
2007-2008, at each school, 100 percent of staff, 53 percent or more of parents and 
an average of 86 percent of eligible middle and high school students participated in 
these confidential surveys.

FACT
Students come to Mayor-sponsored charter schools 

academically behind.The beginning average ISTEP+ pass rate 
(both English and mathematics) for a new Mayor-sponsored 
charter school is just 26 percent. For context, the pass rate 

is 65 percent statewide and 35 percent in Indianapolis.
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EXPERT ANALYSIS OF TEST SCORE DATA. The Mayor’s Office requires each 
school to administer the well-regarded and widely used Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test to measure 
the academic growth of individual students. NWEA analyzes the schools’ 
test results to determine how well students progressed from fall to spring in 

reading, language and mathematics. 
The researchers measure each student’s 
progress and determine whether students 
made sufficient gains to reach proficiency 
by the target year in these core subjects. 
This analysis provides a useful supple-
ment to the schools’ results on Indiana’s 
ISTEP+, which currently allows for only a 
limited measurement of student progress 
over time.

REVIEW OF SCHOOL FINANCES. The 
Mayor’s Office contracts with an outside 
accounting firm to analyze each school’s 
finances. Additionally, the Indiana State 

Board of Accounts examines the finances and accounting processes for schools 
every other year beginning in a school’s second year of operation. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION REVIEW. A group of local experts conducts on-site 
reviews of a school’s special education files during its second and fourth year, 
and for schools that receive a “Does Not Meet Standard” rating as a part of 
the Fourth Year Charter Review (FYCR) during their fifth year of operation. 
These on-site visits are conducted to determine whether the schools’ special 
education files are in compliance with applicable laws and the Mayor’s Office’s 
requirements.

Together, all of this information provides a comprehensive 
picture of how well Mayor-sponsored charter schools are  
performing. This report is the primary means by which the 
Mayor’s Office shares this information with the public, and 
detailed information for each school is available online or on 
the CD at the end of this report.

FACT
For the last three years, the most 
improved school in Indianapolis – in terms 
of increased pass rates on ISTEP+ – has 
been a Mayor-sponsored charter school.
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THE SCHOOLS: A snapshot 

2007-2008 Enrollment for Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools Figure A

Opened
Mayor-sponsored  
Charter School

Grades Served 
in 2007-2008

Maximum 
Possible 

Enrollment
Students 
Enrolled

Students on 
Waiting List

2002

Fall Creek Academy K-11 360 321 140

Christel House Academy K-8 417 414 162

Flanner House Elementary 
School

K-6 300 233 38

2003 Andrew J. Brown Academy K-8 678 624 58

2004

Charles A. Tindley  
Accelerated School

6-12 400 325 0

Indianapolis Metropolitan 
High School

9-12 512 342 59

KIPP Indianapolis College 
Preparatory

5-8 320 250 4

Southeast Neighborhood 
School of Excellence

K-6 240 253 27

2005

Fountain Square Academy 5-12 280 237 0

Decatur Discovery Academy 9-12 200 135 0

Indianapolis Lighthouse  
Charter School

Pre K-7 610 381 83

2006

Challenge Foundation 
Academy

K-5 355 338 88

Herron High School 9-11 270 212 0

Hope Academy 9-12 40 40 0

Lawrence Early College High 
School

9-11 300 164 0

2007
Monument Lighthouse  
Charter School

K-6 353 316 56

TOTAL 5,635 4,585 715

Note: It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully 
enrolled with a waiting list, while other grade levels may have openings. Actual enrollment may exceed the maximum enrollment stated in 
the Charter by 10 percent.
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Student Composition of Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS), 
Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) and all Indiana Public Schools (IN) Figure B

FACT
76 percent of students in Mayor-sponsored charter 

schools are students of color and 72 percent qualify 
for free or reduced lunch. For context, the Indianapolis 

Public Schools (IPS) serve 76 percent students 
of color and 79 percent free/reduced lunch.

MSCS IPS IN

Free/reduced 
lunch

72.0% 79.0% 39.0%

Special 
education

11.0% 19.0% 18.0%

Limited English 
proficiency

2.0% 10.0% 4.0%
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2007-2008 Demographics
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The Schools: performance framework

Based on results from the ISTEP+, the NWEA testing analysis, parent, staff and student surveys, 
school visits, and other information, the Mayor’s Office analyzed each school’s performance in 
order to answer the following questions in the Mayor’s Charter School Performance 
Framework. 

This section provides information about how Mayor-sponsored charter schools are performing as a 
group, followed by a summary of performance information for each school. The summaries address 
the four main questions in the performance framework, which can be found in its entirety online at 
www.indygov.org/Mayor/Charter.

Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by the •	
Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured •	
using value-added analysis? 

Is the school outperforming schools that the students would have been assigned •	
to attend?

Is the school meeting its school-specific educational goals?•	

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL  

PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

Is the school in sound fiscal health? •	

Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong?•	

Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? •	

Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? •	

Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational leadership?•	

Is the school meeting its school-specific organizational and management  •	
performance goals?

QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION 

EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?
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Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials for •	
each grade? 

Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s •	
mission?

For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on and •	
support and preparation for post-secondary options?

Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to inform •	
and improve instruction?

Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and deployed •	
its staff effectively?

Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders?•	

Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success?•	

Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful?•	

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING  

THE APPROPRIATE 
CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure and •	
governance obligations?

Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning?•	

Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil •	
enrollment process?

Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its special needs •	
students?

Is the school fulfilling its legal obligations related to access and services to •	
students with limited English proficiency?

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING  

ITS OPERATIONS AND  
ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS 
Each year, pursuant to the federal No Child Left Behind Act, the Indiana Department of Education determines 
whether public schools in the state made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward academic and performance 
goals. AYP determinations are based on student achievement and participation rates on the ISTEP+ in English and 
mathematics, student attendance rates for elementary and middle schools and graduation rates for high schools. 

For high schools that have not operated long enough to graduate students, attendance rates are considered for AYP. 
AYP is determined for a number of indicators based on the student subgroups present at a school, and a school 
must meet the performance targets for each subgroup to make AYP overall. 

New schools do not receive a rating until the end of their second year of operation. In 2007-2008, 14 Mayor-
sponsored charter schools were eligible to receive an AYP determination. Four of these schools made AYP overall, 
while the other 10 did not. Figure D shows the fraction of indicators for which each Mayor-sponsored school met 
AYP goals.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

AYP Indicators Reasons the school did not make AYP

Andrew J. Brown Academy N 11/13
Did not meet English targets for black or free/reduced 
lunch subgroups

Challenge Foundation Academy N 11/13
Did not meet English targets for all students or for 
black subgroup

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School Y 13/13
Christel House Academy Y 29/29

Decatur Discovery Academy N 2/9

Did not meet English or mathematics targets for 
all students; did not meet English targets for white 
subgroup; did not meet participation rate targets 
for all students or for white subgroup; did not meet 
attendance rate target

Fall Creek Academy N 14/15
Did not meet mathematics targets for special 
education subgroup

Flanner House Elementary School N 12/13
Did not meet English targets for free/reduced lunch 
subgroup

Fountain Square Academy N 4/13

Did not meet English or mathematics targets for 
all students or for white and free/reduced lunch 
subgroups; did not meet participation rate targets for 
white subgroup; did not meet attendance rate target

Herron High School Y 13/13
Hope Academy * – –

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School N 10/17
Did not meet English or mathematics targets for 
all students or for black or free/reduced lunch 
subgroups; did not meet attendance rate target

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School ** –

KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory N 11/13
Did not meet English targets for all students or for 
black subgroup

Lawrence Early College High School N 10/13
Did not meet mathematics targets for all students or 
for black or free/reduced lunch subgroups

Southeast Neighborhood School of 
Excellence

Y 13/13

*Hope Academy did not receive an AYP placement from the Indiana Department of Education in 2007-2008 due to the low number of 
students enrolled at the school.

**The Indianapolis Metropolitan High School consolidated two existing charter schools into one, requiring the Indiana Department of 
Education to conduct a special performance analysis for AYP and that rating had not been completed prior to the time of printing.

2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Determinations Figure D
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Public Law 221 Category Placements
Using guidelines outlined in Indiana’s state accountability law, Public Law 221, 
the Indiana Department of Education places all public schools into academic 
performance categories each year. Public Law 221 category placements are based 
on a combination of a school’s improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ 
pass rate. Schools receive one of five category placements: Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic 
Probation. A school’s overall pass rate determines how much improvement the school 
must show to receive a high category placement; the lower the overall pass rate, the 
more improvement the school must demonstrate to receive a high category place-
ment. In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that does 
not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area or subgroup cannot 
receive a category placement higher than Academic Progress.

New schools do not receive category placements until the end of their second year of 
operation. In 2007-2008, 14 Mayor-sponsored charter schools received a category 
placement. Figure E shows these category placements.

Exemplary 
Progress

Commendable 
Progress

Academic 
Progress

Academic 
Watch

Academic 
Probation

Andrew J. Brown Academy 

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School 

Challenge Foundation Academy 

Christel House Academy 

Decatur Discovery Academy 

Fall Creek Academy 

Flanner House Elementary School 

Fountain Square Academy 

Herron High School 

Hope Academy 

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School 

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School*

KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory 

Lawrence Early College High School 
Southeast Neighborhood School of 
Excellence 

* The Indianapolis Metropolitan High School consolidated two existing charter schools into one, requiring the Indiana Department of 
Education to conduct a special performance analysis for PL 221 and that rating had not been completed prior to the time of printing.

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placements Figure E

Public Law 221
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ISTEP+ Results: Change Over Time
Under Public Law 221, the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) determined 
how much ISTEP+ pass rates changed from 2006 to 2007 in the 14 Mayor-
sponsored charter schools that received a category placement. Specifically, the 
IDOE identified a cohort of students who attended each school throughout the 
2006-2007 school year, then calculated how much those students’ ISTEP+ pass 
rates improved from fall 2006 to fall 2007. The data reported by the Indiana 
Department of Education and used for its accountability purposes is the one-year 
increase in ISTEP+ pass rates, or each school’s three-year average increase, 
whichever is larger. Tracking the progress of students who are in a school from 
one year to the next provides a better gauge of performance than, for example, 
simply comparing a school’s overall pass rate in 2006 with its overall pass rate 
in 2007.

As Figure F demonstrates, students in 11 of the 14 Mayor-sponsored schools 
that received a Public Law 221 category placement were rated as having an 
overall improvement on the ISTEP+. In addition, the average increase in ISTEP+ 
pass rates in the 14 schools as a group rose by 5.8 points compared to a 
statewide increase of 0.6 points. 

-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20

60.4%
72.7%
66.5%
46.6%
81.2%
73.2%
32.1%
59%

62.3%
35.7%
73%

100%
N/A

50.7%
55.9%
58.4%
57.2%

Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools
State of Indiana

Andrew J. Brown Academy
Challenge Foundation Academy

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School
Christel House Academy

Decatur Discovery Academy
Fall Creek Academy

Flanner House Elementary School
Fountain Square Academy

Herron High School
Hope Academy

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School
Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School

KIPP Indianapolis College Prep
Lawrence Early College High School

SENSE

Improvement
(Change in % of students passing)

Performance
(% of

students
passing)

2007-2008

  5.8
  0.6

  5.8
  7.2

  5.4
  5.2

  1.6
  15.8

  5.0

  1.9
  N/A
  N/A

  9.8
  9.3

  2.6
-4.9  

-1.6  

Change In Percentage of Students Passing ISTEP+ In  
Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools Fall 2006 to Fall 2007 Figure F

ISTEP+ Results
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Growth in Test Scores From Fall to Spring

Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 academic year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers  •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency  •	
over time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Mayor-
sponsored charter school students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Mayor-sponsored charter 
schools with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United 
States (Figure H). The figures show where Mayor-sponsored school students 
gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. As these 
figures illustrate, students at Mayor-sponsored schools made significantly more 
academc progress in reading and language and about  the same progress in 
mathematics compared to their Indiana peers (Figure G) and national peers 
(Figure H). 
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MSCS Gains vs. Indiana Gains Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject MSCS Growth IN Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground

Mathematics 8.6 8.0 0.7

2nd grade 15.0 14.0 1.0

3rd grade 11.3 10.0 1.3

4th grade 9.1 9.0 0.1

5th grade 9.7 9.0 0.7

6th grade 7.5 7.0 0.5

7th grade 6.9 6.0 0.9

8th grade 5.4 5.0 0.4

9th grade 3.8 3.0 0.8

10th grade 2.7 3.0 -0.3

Reading 7.4 5.7 1.6

2nd grade 14.0 13.0 1.0

3rd grade 10.3 8.0 2.3

4th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

5th grade 8.5 6.0 2.5

6th grade 4.7 4.0 0.7

7th grade 3.9 3.0 0.9

8th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

9th grade 3.2 1.0 2.2

10th grade 4.7 1.0 3.7

Language Usage 7.3 5.7 1.6

2nd grade 14.8 14.0 0.8

3rd grade 10.5 8.0 2.5

4th grade 8.5 6.0 2.5

5th grade 6.7 5.0 1.7

6th grade 6.7 4.0 2.7

7th grade 3.6 3.0 0.6

8th grade 2.8 2.0 0.8

9th grade 2.7 1.0 1.7

10th grade 1.8 1.0 0.8

Summary Total 7.8 6.5 1.3
How to read this figure: For example, the tenth row under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 10th grade students in Mayor-sponsored charter schools made an average gain of 2.7 points, compared to 3.0 
points for the average Indiana student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average Indiana student because their average 
gains were  0.3 points lower. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Mayor-sponsored 
charter schools’ average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

MSCS Gains vs. U.S. Gains Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject MSCS Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground

Mathematics 8.6 8.1 0.5

2nd grade 15.0 14.0 1.0

3rd grade 11.3 11.0 0.3

4th grade 9.1 9.0 0.1

5th grade 9.7 9.0 0.7

6th grade 7.5 7.0 0.5

7th grade 6.9 6.0 0.9

8th grade 5.4 5.0 0.4

9th grade 3.8 3.0 0.8

10th grade 2.7 3.0 -0.3

Reading 7.4 5.8 1.5

2nd grade 14.0 13.0 1.0

3rd grade 10.3 9.0 1.3

4th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

5th grade 8.5 5.0 3.5

6th grade 4.7 4.0 0.7

7th grade 3.9 3.0 0.9

8th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

9th grade 3.2 2.0 1.2

10th grade 4.7 1.0 3.7

Language Usage 7.3 5.9 1.4

2nd grade 14.8 14.0 0.8

3rd grade 10.5 9.0 1.5

4th grade 8.5 6.0 2.5

5th grade 6.7 5.0 1.7

6th grade 6.7 4.0 2.7

7th grade 3.6 3.0 0.6

8th grade 2.8 3.0 -0.2

9th grade 2.7 1.0 1.7

10th grade 1.8 1.0 0.8

Summary Total 7.8 6.6 1.2
How to read this figure: For example, the tenth row under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 10th grade students in Mayor-sponsored charter schools made an average gain of 2.7 points, compared to 3.0 points 
for the average U.S. student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 0.3 
points lower. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Mayor-sponsored charter schools’ 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains. 
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
ARE on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student in a Mayor-
sponsored charter school needed to achieve between fall 2007 and spring 2008 
in order to be on track to become proficient within two academic years. NWEA 
then compared the student’s actual growth to this target. If the student’s actual 
growth was greater than or equal to the target, the student was deemed to have 
made sufficient gains. 

Figure I displays the percentage of students across Mayor-sponsored charter 
schools that made sufficient gains within each subject and grade. This calcula-
tion is only possible for students in grades 2 through 8 because NWEA does not 
currently publish proficiency levels for grades 9 and higher.

Sufficient Gains



2007-2008 Accountability Report
19

Mayor-sponsored Charter Schools Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I 

To Become Proficient within Two Years

FACT
Almost 70 percent of students in reading, 

language and mathematics made enough growth 
in 2007-2008 to be considered on track for 

proficiency on ISTEP+ within two years.

Mathematics Reading Language Arts

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%

6
3
.6

%

6
9
.9

%

6
8
.7

%

6
6
.2

%

6
9
.2

%

7
8
.8

%

6
0
.9

%

6
8
.2

%5
8
.6

%

6
4
.2

%

7
2
.3

%

7
4
.1

%

6
8
.4

%

7
9
.0

%

7
1
.9

%

6
9
.1

%5
6
.9

%

6
9
.6

%

7
7
.1

%

6
2
.4

%

7
4
.3

%

7
6
.4

%

7
4
.5

%

6
9
.3

%

2nd grade 3rd grade 4th grade 5th grade
6th grade

7th grade
8th grade

Aggregate

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 63.6 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 
63.6 percent of 2nd graders enrolled in Mayor-sponsored charter schools during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large 
enough that they would be expected to reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the 
ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
ARE THE ORGANIZATIONS EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment Of  
Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visits, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, Results 
from Independent Survey and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings 

Fiscal Health

Finances at Mayor-sponsored charter schools were adequately 
managed in 2007-2008, and many schools ended the school 
year in satisfactory fiscal health. Due to delays in receipt of 
funding, many schools had to borrow from public and private 
sources to meet budgeted operational expenses. Schools in 
their second, fourth and sixth years of operation were exam-
ined by the Indiana State Board of Accounts. Most findings 
from the examination were deemed minor except for two 
incidents. In 2006, the Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School 
terminated and prosecuted its former treasurer for issuing 
fictitious invoices for personal gain. The examination for 
KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory revealed questionable 
expenses related to staff incentives. Three schools (Fountain 
Square Academy, Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School 
and Lawrence Early College High School for Science and 
Technologies) fell short of enrollment projections resulting in 
some financial difficulty.

Board 
Governance

Board members continue to offer a wide range of expertise, 
experience and dedication to ensure that each school is 
successful. Overall, board members not only provided effec-
tive oversight, but also actively contributed time, effort and 
personal resources for school advancement. Some boards, 
however, experienced high rates of turnover, struggled with 
poor attendance at meetings and did not always follow all 
Open Door Law procedures as required by law. 

Leadership

Overall, school leadership at Mayor-sponsored charter 
schools continues to establish a culture of high expectations 
for student and staff performance. School leaders possess a 
range of experiences and professional backgrounds that often 
serve each school well. Five schools (Indianapolis Lighthouse 
Charter School, KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory, 
Lawrence Early College High School for Sciences and 
Technologies, Challenge Foundation Academy and Fall Creek 
Academy) will have new school leaders at the beginning of the 
2008-2009 academic year; therefore, ensuring that these new 
leaders are appropriately supported must be a high priority. 
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very 
good” or “excellent”

72%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student 
attention

87%

Curriculum/academic program 88%

Class size 89%

Quality of teaching/instruction 87%
Opportunities for parent 
participation

86%

School administration 80%

Faculty/teachers 86%
Services provided to students 
with special needs

53%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends 
or colleagues

75%

Return to school 77%

Overall satisfaction 87%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very 
good” or “excellent” 

67%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 85%

Based on research evidence 74%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 78%

Works directly with teachers 61%

Makes clear the expectations 77%

Communicates a clear vision 83%

Likely to…

Return to school 80%

Overall satisfaction 89%

Student Evaluation Figure M

School has done “excellent job”  
teaching me to…

Be a good reader 38%

Write clearly and effectively 43%

Analyze and solve 
mathematics problems

46%

Learn effectively on my own 38%

Be a responsible community 
member

34%

Respect people from different 
backgrounds

43%

Think critically about ideas 
and problems

41%

Prepare for work or college 51%

Overall satisfaction 61%

Parent, Staff and Student  
Survey Results
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QUESTION 3:
ARE THE SCHOOLS MEETING THEIR OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Of the 16 Mayor-sponsored charter schools open in 2007-2008, 14 satisfied 
their reporting and compliance obligations to the Mayor’s Office and other regu-
latory bodies. The two schools who did not satisfy these obligations were KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory and Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School.

First, KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory regularly failed to manage its compli-
ance responsibilities and continuously failed to submit required documents to 
both the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) in a 
timely manner. The school was late in submitting a number of reports, including 
its September Student Residence report (DOE-SR) and signed hard copies of 
the September Student Membership report (DOE-ME). The school was late in 
submitting both reports during the 2006-2007 school year, as well. Additionally, 
the school was late in submitting its attendance rate to the IDOE, its 2007-2008 
Title I application and a revised 2006-2007 Title I amendment. Due to this lack of 
compliance, Title I funds were withheld from the school for a period of time. The 
school’s tardiness in submitting its revised student roster to the Office of Charter 
School Research at Ball State University for Northwest Evaluation Association 
(NWEA) testing resulted in significant delays in the fall administration of the 
assessment.

Second, the Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School was delinquent in satisfying 
its reporting and compliance obligations to both the Mayor’s Office and to the 
IDOE during the 2007-2008 school year. The school regularly failed to submit 
compliance documents in a timely manner and was routinely unprepared for 
compliance meetings with the Mayor’s Office. The school did not submit teacher 
licenses or credentials in a timely manner, and while local background checks 
were conducted for new board members, the school did not verify that national 
criminal background checks were conducted. Finally, the school was late in 
submitting the Biannual Financial Report (Form 9) to the IDOE.

Of the 14 schools that did generally satisfy their reporting and compliance 
obligations, some experienced difficulty meeting certain requirements. Seven 
of these schools (Andrew J. Brown Academy, Challenge Foundation Academy, 
Christel House Academy, Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School, Southeast 
Neighborhood School of Excellence, Decatur Discovery Academy and 
Indianapolis Metropolitan High School) received notification of noncompliance 
on Indicators 11 [Evaluation within 60 days] and/or 13 [Secondary Student 
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) Goals and Transition Services] from the 
Indiana Department of Education’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); 
schools have one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be monitored 
by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring 
System (CIFMS) process. KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory and Charles A. 
Tindley Accelerated School also received notices.
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Two schools (Decatur Discovery Academy and Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter 
School) submitted their Student Membership and/or Residence reports late to 
the IDOE. Six schools (Christel House Academy, Fall Creek Academy, Fountain 
Square Academy, Hope Academy, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence) were late in submitting 
Biannual Financial Reports (Form 9) to the IDOE. Seven schools experienced 
some delay in producing documentation of teacher licenses or credentials (Fall 
Creek Academy, Flanner House Elementary School, Fountain Square Academy, 
Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School, 
Lawrence Early College High School and Monument Lighthouse Charter School). 
Five schools (Fall Creek Academy, Flanner House Elementary School,  
Fountain Square Academy, Herron High School and Lawrence Early College 
High School) verified completion of local, but not national, criminal background 
checks for board members.
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QUESTION 4:
ARE THE SCHOOLS PROVIDING  

THE APPROPRIATE CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert site visit teams’ key comments 
Dr. Ruth Green, Research Associate at Indiana University and principal evaluator 
for the Indianapolis Charter School Initiative, led expert site visits to each Mayor-
sponsored charter school in its first, second, third and fifth year of operation. 
According to Dr. Green: 

First Year Schools.•	  “Monument Lighthouse Charter School was the only 
first year school in 2007-2008. Classrooms were orderly and teachers were 
focused on implementing an arts-infused curriculum. The school has a large 
number of teachers who are in the process of completing requirements for 
permanent licensure, and staff must continue to work to fully implement the 
school’s rigorous, arts-infused curriculum.”

Second Year Schools.•	  “Herron High School and Challenge Foundation 
Academy have staff that are effectively implementing each school’s curricu-
lum, have classrooms that are orderly, have students focused on learning, and 
school leaders that provide strong academic leadership. Additionally, student 
test scores (ISTEP+, NWEA) showed strong gains. Hope Academy continues 
to adjust and modify its curriculum to better serve students. The small size of 
the student population presents staffing challenges that must be addressed. 
Parents and students continue to report high levels of satisfaction with the 
school. Culture and student behavior at Lawrence Early College High School 
has improved significantly this year, but some areas of concern – such as large 
class sizes and providing guidance on post-secondary options – need to be 
attended to.”

Third Year Schools.•	  “Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School, 
Fountain Square Academy and Decatur Discovery Academy conducted an 
evidence-based self-evaluation that identified areas of strength and areas for 
improvement. The self-evaluations were data-driven and rigorous and thus 
can be useful in identifying priorities and action plans to ensure all standards 
identified in the Mayor’s accountability framework are met.”
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Dr. Green conducted a site visit to the Andrew J. Brown Academy, the only 
school in its fifth year of operation, to follow up on one area the school was rated 
as “Does Not Meet Standard” from its Fourth Year Mid-Charter Review:

 •	 Fifth Year School. “Andrew J. Brown made a number of policy and 
procedure changes to more effectively support the success of the teaching 
staff, including making the teacher evaluation process explicit and consistent 
and developing and empowering a teacher leadership team. The school 
should continue to attend to the successful orientation of teachers hired after 
the school’s summer orientation process and answer staff questions about 
teacher leave time and allocation of bonuses.”

For schools in their fourth year of operation – Charles A. Tindley Accelerated 
School, Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE), Indianapolis 
Metropolitan High School and KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory – teams of 
educational and operational evaluation experts conducted a rigorous, two-and-
a-half day site visit that culminated with a summative evaluation of where each 
of these four schools stands in relation to standards specified in the Mayor’s 
Charter School Performance Framework. Highlights of findings for each fourth 
year school are contained within their individual school sections and the detailed 
report on each school is available on the Mayor’s charter school website.

Standard accountability and oversight data collected and evaluated by the 
Mayor’s Office revealed no new issues for the three schools in their sixth year 
of operation (Fall Creek Academy, Christel House Academy and Flanner House 
Elementary School).
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Executive Summary FIGURE Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: In 2007-2008, students residing in 47 different school districts 
attended Mayor-sponsored charter schools.
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Determinations
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Change in Percentage of Students Passing ISTEP+ in Mayor-
Sponsored Charter Schools, Fall 2006 to Fall 2007
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: The ISTEP+ improvement figures and overall pass rates for individual 
Mayor-sponsored charter schools were calculated by the IDOE based on the 
method prescribed by Public Law 221, which is detailed above in the note 
for Figure E. The overall pass rate for Mayor-sponsored charter schools as a 
group is the percentage of students in all Mayor-sponsored charter schools 
who passed the English and math portions of the ISTEP+.  Similarly, the 
overall pass rate for all Indiana public schools is the percentage of students 
in the state’s public schools who passed the English and math portions of 
the ISTEP+.  

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools Students Achieving Sufficient 
Gains To Become Proficient Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure M: Student Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school students in grades 6-12 administered in spring 2008 by Indiana 
University. See Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol 
and analysis.
Note: “Excellent job” responses are on a three point scale that also included 
“satisfactory job” and “poor job.”  

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.



2007-2008 Accountability Report
28
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MAYOR-SPONSORED CHARTER SCHOOL LOCATIONS

Andrew J. Brown Academy
3600 German Church Rd.
317.891.0730

Challenge Foundation Academy
3980 Meadows Dr.
317.803.3182

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School
3960 Meadows Dr.
317.505.1745

Christel House Academy
2717 South East St.
317.783.4690

Decatur Discovery Academy
5125 Decatur Blvd.
317.856.0900

Fall Creek Academy
2540 N. Capitol Ave.
317.536.1026

1

2

3

4

5

6

Flanner House Elementary School
2424 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. St.
317.925.4231

Fountain Square Academy
1615 South Barth Ave.
317.536.1028

Herron High School
110 E. 16th St.
317.231.0010

Hope Academy
8102 Clearvista Pkwy.
317.572.9354

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School
1780 Sloan Ave.
317.351.1534

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School
1635 West Michigan St.
317.524.4638

7

8

9

10

13

14

15

16

11

12

KIPP Indianapolis
College Preparatory
1740 East 30th St.
317.637.9780

Lawrence Early Collge High School for 
Science and Technologies
7250 East 75th St.
317.964.8080

Monument Lighthouse Charter School
4002 North Franklin Rd.
317.351.2880

Southeast Neighborhood School of 
Excellence (SENSE)
1601 South Barth Ave.
317.423.0204

1
2
3

4

5

67

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16
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Andrew J. Brown Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-8 K-8

Maximum possible enrollment 678 704

Students enrolled 624 N/A

Students on waiting list 58 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enroll-
ment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting list, 
while other grade levels may have openings. 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Andrew J. Brown Academy’s mission is to provide a challenging, back-to-
basics program aimed at developing the ability of all students to master 
fundamental academic skills and, ultimately, to increase academic achieve-
ment. The school also strives to build good moral character in its students 
rooted in strong parental involvement. The school is managed by National 
Heritage Academies and uses its educational model.

Free/reduced lunch 69.0%

Special education 6.6%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
3.0%

Hispanic
5.0%

Black
90.0%

Other
2.0%

Male
48%

Female
52%

Student Composition     Figure B
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Other
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48%
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

98.8%

Andrew J. Brown 
Academy

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black No Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch No Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 5.8 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 66.5 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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English/Language Arts
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 7th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 9.0 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance grew to 1.0 
point above proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 7th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 28.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, 4th as graders, student performance grew to 1.0 points above 
proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Andrew J. 
Brown Academy’s students improve compared to 
their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Andrew J. Brown Academy 
with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure 
H). The figures show where Andrew J. Brown Academy’s students gained 
ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Andrew J. Brown 
Academy’s students gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 17 out 
of 21 (81 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained ground com-
pared to their national peers in 16 out of 21 (76 percent) grades and subjects 
(Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Andrew J. Brown Academy  
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.9 9.2 2.7
2nd grade 18.9 14.0 4.9

3rd grade 15.7 10.0 5.7

4th grade 10.3 9.0 1.3

5th grade 8.5 9.0 -0.5

6th grade 9.1 7.0 2.1

7th grade 6.3 6.0 0.3

8th grade 8.4 5.0 3.4

Reading 10.3 7.0 3.3
2nd grade 17.4 13.0 4.4

3rd grade 13.9 8.0 5.9

4th grade 7.7 7.0 0.7

5th grade 7.9 6.0 1.9

6th grade 7.9 4.0 3.9

7th grade 4.5 3.0 1.5

8th grade 7.3 3.0 4.3

Language Usage 11.1 6.8 4.3
2nd grade 19.9 14.0 5.9

3rd grade 14.0 8.0 6.0

4th grade 9.8 6.0 3.8

5th grade 8.5 5.0 3.5

6th grade 9.4 4.0 5.4

7th grade 3.1 3.0 0.1

8th grade 3.6 2.0 1.6

Total 11.1 7.7 3.4
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 18.9 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 4.9 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Andrew J. Brown Academy’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Andrew J. Brown Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

FACT
Andrew J. Brown Academy’s students gained 
ground compared to their Indiana peers in 17 
out of 21 (81 percent) grades and subjects.
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Andrew J. Brown Academy  
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.9 9.4 2.5
2nd grade 18.9 14.0 4.9

3rd grade 15.7 11.0 4.7

4th grade 10.3 9.0 1.3

5th grade 8.5 9.0 -0.5

6th grade 9.1 7.0 2.1

7th grade 6.3 6.0 0.3

8th grade 8.4 5.0 3.4

Reading 10.3 7.0 3.3
2nd grade 17.4 13.0 4.4

3rd grade 13.9 9.0 4.9

4th grade 7.7 7.0 0.7

5th grade 7.9 5.0 2.9

6th grade 7.9 4.0 3.9

7th grade 4.5 3.0 1.5

8th grade 7.3 3.0 4.3

Language Usage 11.1 7.0 4.0
2nd grade 19.9 14.0 5.9

3rd grade 14.0 9.0 5.0

4th grade 9.8 6.0 3.8

5th grade 8.5 5.0 3.5

6th grade 9.4 4.0 5.4

7th grade 3.1 3.0 0.1

8th grade 3.6 3.0 0.6

Total 11.1 7.8 3.3
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 18.9 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
U.S. student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 4.9 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Andrew J. Brown Academy’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Andrew J. Brown Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

FACT
Andrew J. Brown Academy’s gained ground 

compared to their national peers in 16 out of 
21 (76 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%

7
7
.8

%

8
9
.5

%

7
1
.2

%

6
2
.7

% 8
1
.6

%

8
5
.2

%

6
9
.0

%

7
6
.7

%

7
1
.9

%

8
0
.0

%

7
6
.3

%

6
9
.2

%

8
3
.7

%

9
2
.9

%

8
2
.6

%

7
8
.0

%

7
8
.7

%

9
3
.1

%

8
6
.2

%

7
6
.5

%

8
8
.0

%

8
1
.5

%

8
2
.8

%

8
4
.1

%

2nd grade
3rd grade

4th grade
5th grade

6th grade
7th grade

8th grade
Aggregate

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 77.8 percent. This means that at their 
current rate of progress, 77.8 percent of 2nd graders enrolled in Andrew J. Brown Academy during the 2007-
2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to reach proficiency in mathematics 
in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school is in sound fiscal health, due in part to the financial 
management and support of its education management  
organization, National Heritage Academies. The school’s  
financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 2007-2008, 
with no significant problems.

Board 
Governance

The board remains small at five members, but offers a diverse 
range of expertise and experience. It is actively involved in many 
school operations and interacts effectively with the school’s lead-
ership and National Heritage Academies. Given some turnover in 
board membership this year, the board may wish to increase its 
size to ensure governance consistency.

Leadership

School leadership continues to maintain a school culture 
characterized by high expectations and a focus on student 
achievement. Leadership has made a number of policy and 
practice changes in 2007-2008 to address deficiencies in 
teacher selection and retention.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 69%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 84%

Curriculum/academic program 89%

Class size 83%

Quality of teaching/instruction 90%

Opportunities for parent participation 86%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 87%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

36%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 67%

Return to school 66%

Overall satisfaction 86%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 78%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 81%

Based on research evidence 81%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 88%

Works directly with teachers 71%

Makes clear the expectations 78%

Communicates a clear vision 84%

Likely to…

Return to school 75%

Overall satisfaction 88%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

The majority of teachers said they 
felt supported and worked well 

with their teacher colleagues.
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Andrew J. Brown Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compliance 
with laws and regulations in providing access to students across Indianapolis. 
The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any significant concerns 
related to these obligations. The school’s education management organization, 
National Heritage Academies, was responsible for executing compliance related 
activities and did so in a timely manner. The school received notification of non-
compliance on compliance Indicator 11 from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional 
Learners (DEL); this indicator refers to students receiving an evaluation within 
60 days of identification. The school has one year to correct the noncompli-
ance issue and will be monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous 
Improvement and Focused Monitoring System.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

In response to deficiencies noted in the fourth year evalu-•	
ation, the school made policy and procedure changes 
to more effectively support the success of the teaching 
staff, including making the teacher evaluation process 
explicit and consistent and developing and empowering 
a teacher leadership team. The teacher leadership team 
developed and implemented a school-wide discipline 
process at the classroom level and helped in developing a 
structure for grade-level team meetings.  

The majority of teachers said they felt supported and •	
worked well with their teacher colleagues.  

Teachers and staff report that the summer three-day staff •	
orientation is helpful in orienting new staff to the school. 

Key Areas  
for Attention

The school needs to ensure adequate training and •	
orientation for teachers who are hired after the school’s 
summer orientation program, mentor and support new 
teachers and evaluate the policy and practice changes 
that address problems in teacher selection and retention. 

The school should address concerns noted by teachers •	
specific to the school’s policy and practices around 
teacher leave time, teacher bonus criteria and allocation 
and transparency in communication between teachers 
and administrators.

Teachers expressed support for the teacher-developed •	
school-wide discipline approach at the classroom level, 
but also noted problems with consistency and follow 
through at the administrative office level.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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Andrew J. Brown Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.  

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note: For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.” 
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Challenge Foundation Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-5 K-5

Maximum possible enrollment 355 468

Students enrolled 338 N/A

Students on waiting list 88 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”  It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum 
enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting 
list, while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
The Challenge Foundation Academy’s mission is to offer a first class educa-
tion to every child. The school embraces scientifically-based instructional 
models, enhanced curriculum design, state-of-the-art technology and high 
academic standards built on a foundation of high moral and ethical character.

Free/reduced lunch 76.0%

Special education 8.9%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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Male
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Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

96.1%

Challenge Foundation 
Academy

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students No Yes Yes Yes

Black No Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 7.2 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 46.6 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2006-2007 when the 5th grade cohort was in 4th grade, students were, on average, 0.5 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 5th graders, student performance grew to 1.0 
point above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Challenge 
Foundation Academy’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Challenge Foundation 
Academy with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States 
(Figure H). The figures show where Challenge Foundation Academy’s students 
gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Challenge 
Foundation Academy’s students gained ground compared to their Indiana 
peers in 10 out of 12 (83 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained 
ground compared to their national peers in 10 out of 12 (83 percent) grades and 
subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Challenge Foundation Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Challenge Foundation Academy  
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 13.9 10.6 3.3
2nd grade 16.6 14.0 2.6

3rd grade 13.6 10.0 3.6

4th grade 14.3 9.0 5.3

5th grade 10.6 9.0 1.6

Reading 10.4 8.7 1.7
2nd grade 16.3 13.0 3.3

3rd grade 9.5 8.0 1.5

4th grade 8.4 7.0 1.4

5th grade 6.6 6.0 0.6

Language Usage 11.7 8.5 3.2
2nd grade 16.5 14.0 2.5

3rd grade 15.8 8.0 7.8

4th grade 8.8 6.0 2.8

5th grade 4.4 5.0 -0.6

Total 12.0 9.2 2.8
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 16.6 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 2.6 
points higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Challenge Foundation Academy’s 
average gains for this grade level and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Challenge Foundation Academy’s students gained 

ground compared to their Indiana peers in 10 
out of 12 (83 percent) grades and subjects.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Challenge Foundation Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Challenge Foundation Academy  
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 13.9 10.9 3.0
2nd grade 16.6 14.0 2.6

3rd grade 13.6 11.0 2.6

4th grade 14.3 9.0 5.3

5th grade 10.6 9.0 1.6

Reading 10.4 8.7 1.7
2nd grade 16.3 13.0 3.3

3rd grade 9.5 9.0 0.5

4th grade 8.4 7.0 1.4

5th grade 6.6 5.0 1.6

Language Usage 11.7 8.7 3.0
2nd grade 16.5 14.0 2.5

3rd grade 15.8 9.0 6.8

4th grade 8.8 6.0 2.8

5th grade 4.4 5.0 -0.6

Total 12.0 9.4 2.6
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 16.6 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.6 points higher. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Challenge Foundation Academy’s average gains 
for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Challenge Foundation Academy’s gained ground 

compared to their national peers in 10 out 
of 12 (83 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 68.1 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 68.1 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Challenge Foundation Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school finished 2007-2008 in strong fiscal health. During 
the 2007-2008 school year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts 
(SBOA) examined the school’s finances for the time period from 
July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The examination outlined some 
findings related to the school’s financial accounting practices, 
including management of the school lunch fund, credit card 
purchases and employee compensation. The school’s official 
response suggests that the school has adopted policies and 
procedures to rectify these findings.

Board 
Governance

The board engages in active dialogue, discussing multiple 
operational details. The board is highly engaged and commit-
ted to academic excellence and student performance, closely 
monitoring curriculum, quality of instruction, assessment and 
student well-being. Board members offer a diverse range of 
expertise and background and work very effectively with  
school leadership.

Leadership

The school’s interim director in 2007-2008 implemented a 
number of organizational and operational systems and structures 
that have brought stability and organization to day-to-day school 
systems and has enhanced the school’s focus on student 
achievement. The interim director worked closely with the board 
to strengthen instructional practice, staff and student retention, 
and to implement programs designed to enhance student and 
family well-being.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 73%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 86%

Curriculum/academic program 88%

Class size 86%

Quality of teaching/instruction 85%

Opportunities for parent participation 82%

School administration 77%

Faculty/teachers 88%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

37%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 76%

Return to school 75%

Overall satisfaction 88%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 88%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 92%

Based on research evidence 84%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 96%

Works directly with teachers 91%

Makes clear the expectations 92%

Communicates a clear vision 96%

Likely to…

Return to school 80%

Overall satisfaction 96%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Parents reported significant improvements in 
school culture and noted a “calm atmosphere 

with an emphasis on students.”
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Challenge Foundation Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for 
compliance with laws and regulations in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The school improved its systems in order to ensure that the 
appropriate level of special education services were present and effectively 
delivered for students with special needs. The school also met its compliance 
and reporting obligations to the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of 
Education (IDOE), submitting all required reports in a timely manner. The school 
received notification of noncompliance on compliance Indicator 11 from the 
IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); this indicator refers to students’ 
receiving an evaluation within 60 days of identification. The school has one year 
to correct the noncompliance issue and will be monitored by DEL in accordance 
with its Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System.

For schools in their second year of operation, the Mayor’s Office retains a team 
of experts to review the school’s special education files. With a few exceptions, 
special education files were found to be in good order with all the necessary 
components present. The review indicated parent presence at all case confer-
ences, demonstrating that Challenge Foundation Academy has made efforts 
to ensure parent attendance and participation. All files were found to be in 
compliance, and the team found consistent organization of the information and 
Individualized Education Plans.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

Parents reported significant improvements in school •	
culture and noted a “calm atmosphere with an emphasis 
on students.” Parents also said the school “is all about 
learning,” and children already “talk all the time about 
college.”  

There is strong support for holistically meeting the needs •	
of students as evidenced by having a full-time guidance 
counselor and a strong partnership with a local mental 
health and social services agency.

As a result of strong organizational and academic leader-•	
ship, the school has increased its enrollment to the point 
of having more demand than available spots and has 
retained a high number of staff compared to previous 
years.

The school has benefited from well-designed and imple-•	
mented structures, including dedicated time in the school 
schedule for teacher professional development.  

Key Areas 
for Attention

The school will have a new school leader and board •	
chair in the 2008-2009 school year. It must ensure that 
the progress made this year is maintained and extended 
and must ensure that its new school leader is sufficiently 
supported.

Site team members noted variability across classrooms •	
related to level of instruction and rigor, effectiveness of 
discipline and use of strategies for delivering and monitor-
ing student learning that the school should address.  

The school should stabilize its administrative team.•	

Many teachers at the school are new to the profession. •	
The school needs to ensure appropriate professional 
development to promote continued growth and skill 
development.  

Site team members found variability of parent notification •	
of case conferencing in the special education files. Staff 
might consider how timely notification can be given to all 
parents and documented in the school files.
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Challenge Foundation Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE. 

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note: For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 6-12 6-12

Maximum possible enrollment 400 400

Students enrolled 325 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”   

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School’s mission is to empower students – regardless 
of their past academic performance – to become successful students who graduate 
with the capacity for college and career opportunities. The school’s accelerated 
learning program is designed to intellectually engage, inspire and spur academic 
achievement through a college preparatory curriculum.

Free/reduced lunch 70.0%

Special education 6.5%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

97.0%

Charles A. Tindley 
Accelerated School

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: Yes English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 5.4 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 81.2 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance – English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 9th grade cohort was in 7th grade, students were, on average, 3.0 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year as 8th graders, student performance grew to 17.5 
points above proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 9th grade cohort was in 7th grade, students were, on average, 3.5 points above 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 8th graders, student performance grew to 21.5 points 
above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time at the high school level. As a result, 
Figure I only includes data for the school’s middle school students.

Comparative Gains: How much did Charles A. 
Tindley Accelerated School’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Charles A. Tindley Accelerated 
School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States 
(Figure H). The figures show where Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School’s 
students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. 
Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School’s students gained ground compared to 
their Indiana peers in 7 out of 15 (47 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). 
They gained ground compared to their national peers in 6 out of 15 (40 percent) 
grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated 
School vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.0 5.3 0.8
6th grade 9.4 7.0 2.4

7th grade 8.0 6.0 2.0

8th grade 4.6 5.0 -0.4

9th grade 3.1 3.0 0.1

10th grade -0.5 3.0 -3.5

Reading 2.3 2.8 -0.5
6th grade 2.2 4.0 -1.8

7th grade 1.9 3.0 -1.1

8th grade 2.8 3.0 -0.2

9th grade 1.7 1.0 0.7

10th grade 3.0 1.0 2.0

Language Usage 3.5 2.6 0.9
6th grade 5.8 4.0 1.8

7th grade 3.2 3.0 0.2

8th grade 0.9 2.0 -1.1

9th grade 4.7 1.0 3.7

10th grade 1.8 1.0 0.8

Total 3.9 3.5 0.4
How to read this figure: The fourth row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 8th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 8th grade students at the school made an average gain of 4.6 points, compared to 5.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 0.4 points 
lower. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Charles A.Tindley Accelerated School’s 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School’s students 
gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 

7 out of 15 (47 percent) grades and subjects.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated 
School vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.0 5.3 0.8
6th grade 9.4 7.0 2.4

7th grade 8.0 6.0 2.0

8th grade 4.6 5.0 -0.4

9th grade 3.1 3.0 0.1

10th grade -0.5 3.0 -3.5

Reading 2.3 2.9 -0.6
6th grade 2.2 4.0 -1.8

7th grade 1.9 3.0 -1.1

8th grade 2.8 3.0 -0.2

9th grade 1.7 2.0 -0.3

10th grade 3.0 1.0 2.0

Language Usage 3.5 2.8 0.7
6th grade 5.8 4.0 1.8

7th grade 3.2 3.0 0.2

8th grade 0.9 3.0 -2.1

9th grade 4.7 1.0 3.7

10th grade 1.8 1.0 0.8

Total 3.9 3.6 0.3
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 6th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 6th grade students at the school made an average gain of 9.4 points, compared to 7.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.4 points higher. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Charles A.Tindley Accelerated School’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School gained 
ground compared to their national peers in 6 
out of 15 (40 percent) grades and subjects.
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Mathematics Reading Language Arts
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
1 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

1.1.
Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by the 
Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Exceeds Standard

1.2.
Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured 
using value-added analysis?

Approaching Standard

How to read this figure: For example, 6th grade mathematics shows 79.2 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 79.2 
percent of 6th graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 8th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School has addressed some 
of its financial difficulties by meeting its enrollment targets in 
2007-2008, but continues to face long-term financial challenges 
due in large part to costs related to its facility. In addition, during 
the 2007-2008 school year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts 
(SBOA) examined the school’s finances for the time period from 
July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The examination outlined find-
ings related to the school’s financial accounting practices – many 
of which were cited in the school’s previous audit – including 
missing records for financial transactions, board meetings and 
compensation for employees. The report also notes that in 
2006, the school’s former treasurer issued fictitious invoices for 
personal gain. The former employee was immediately terminated 
and the Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department and Marion 
County Prosecuting Attorney were notified by the school’s CEO. 
The plea agreement required that the former employee pay back 
$9,840, which was satisfied in April 2007.

Board 
Governance

Board members are highly motivated and active, consistently 
offering innovative ideas for solving problems. The wide range 
of expertise and active engagement among board members 
has been an asset. In addition, the board is highly visible in 
the school and provides many essential services. The board 
must follow all requirements of the Open Door Law, as it has 
not always posted notice of meetings in a timely manner or kept 
accurate minutes.

Leadership

The school has benefited from stable and high-quality leader-
ship since its inception and has created a strong culture of high 
expectations for all students consistent with the school’s mission. 
The leadership team must attend to a clear and more effective 
operational structure and has developed a plan to do so.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 80%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 88%

Curriculum/academic program 91%

Class size 92%

Quality of teaching/instruction 88%

Opportunities for parent participation 81%

School administration 80%

Faculty/teachers 81%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

47%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 80%

Return to school 83%

Overall Satisfaction 90%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 82%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 89%

Based on research evidence 72%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 75%

Works directly with teachers 25%

Makes clear the expectations 71%

Communicates a clear vision 88%

Likely to…

Return to school 72%

Overall Satisfaction 89%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
2 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 2: Is the organization effective and well-run?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

2.1. Is the school in sound fiscal health? Approaching Standard

2.2. Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong? Does Not Meet Standard

2.3. Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? Meets Standard

2.4. Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? Meets Standard

2.5.
Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational 
leadership?

Meets Standard

The Charles A. 
Tindley Accelerated 

School has both 
high expectations 

and challenging 
coursework to 

motivate and 
prepare students 

for post-secondary 
academic 

opportunities.
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Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School was notably delinquent in its reporting and 
compliance obligations to both the Mayor’s Office and to the Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) during the 2007-2008 school year. The school often did not 
submit compliance documents in a timely manner and was routinely unprepared 
for compliance meetings with the Mayor’s Office. The school failed to submit 
teacher licenses and credentials in a timely manner, as well as resumes for 
board members. In addition, the school did not verify that national criminal 
background checks were conducted for new board members prior to such board 
members being added to the board.  

The school received notification of noncompliance on compliance Indicator 11 
from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); this indicator refers to 
students receiving an evaluation within 60 days of identification. The school has 
one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be monitored by DEL in 
accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System.  
Finally, the school was late in submitting its Biannual Financial Report (Form 9) 
to the IDOE. 

The school submitted a plan to address these problems – including adding 
a business manager and restructuring reporting responsibilities among staff 
members – but given the school’s history of deficiency in this area, satisfying 
these requirements must be a critical priority. The school must immediately 
further develop and implement plans to address these problems. 

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
3 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 3: Is the school meeting its operations and access obligations?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review

Finding

3.1.
Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure 
and governance obligations?

Does Not Meet Standard

3.2. Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning? Meets Standard

3.3.
Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil 
enrollment process?

Meets Standard

3.4.
Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its students 
with special needs?

Approaching Standard
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

As part of its oversight of charter schools, the Mayor’s Office engaged external reviewers to conduct site visits 
of schools in their fourth year of operation. The purpose is to present the school and the Mayor’s Office with a 
professional judgment on conditions and practices at the school, which are best provided through an external 
perspective. The site visit uses multiple sources of evidence to understand the school’s performance. Evidence 
collection begins before the visit with the review of key documents and continues on-site through additional 
document review, classroom visits and interviews with a number of stakeholders.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The CEO/Principal is a strong instructional leader and the leadership team at the •	
school functions well to support the school community. The relationship between 
faculty and administration is positive and professional.  

The school utilizes a high-quality, consistently implemented curriculum that is aligned •	
with Indiana standards and that provides appropriate scope and sequence.

The school has both high expectations to motivate and challenging coursework to •	
prepare students for post-secondary academic opportunities.

The school has a mission that is widely understood by all stakeholders who possess a •	
strong commitment to the implementation of that mission.  

Interactions between students and faculty are respectful, and there are clear pro-•	
cesses for resolution of conflicts.  

Key Areas for 
Attention

The site visit team noted that instructional activities possess some variety, however •	
there is a notable absence of the use of differentiated strategies to engage a wide 
range of student interests, abilities and learning needs.  

Hiring processes within the school are not sufficiently organized to support the •	
success of new staff members. In addition, the formal teacher evaluation plan is not 
regularly implemented in a clear manner.
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
4 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 4: Is the school providing appropriate conditions for success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

4.1.
Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials for 
each grade? 

Meets Standard

4.2.
Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s 
mission? 

Approaching Standard

4.3.
For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on and 
support and preparation for post-secondary options? 

Meets Standard

4.4.
Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to inform 
and improve instruction? 

Meets Standard

4.5.
Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and deployed 
its staff effectively? 

Does Not Meet 
Standard

4.6. Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders? Meets Standard

4.7. Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success? Meets Standard

4.8. Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful? Meets Standard
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Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School  
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.
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Christel House Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-8 K-8

Maximum possible enrollment 417 450

Students enrolled 414 N/A

Students on waiting list 162 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”  It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum 
enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting 
list, while other grade levels may have openings.  Actual enrollment may exceed the maximum 
enrollment stated in the Charter by 10 percent. 

Innovation in education
Christel House Academy strives to: equip students with the desire for lifelong 
learning; strengthen their civic, ethical and moral values; and prepare them to be 
self-sufficient, contributing members of society. The school’s goal is to provide 
outstanding education to a traditionally underserved population, allowing its 
students to achieve the academic proficiency necessary for higher education.

Free/reduced lunch 82.0%

Special education 12.8%

Limited English 
proficiency

19.1%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

96.5%

Christel House 
Academy

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: Yes English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

Hispanic Yes Yes Yes

White Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes

Limited English 
proficiency

Yes Yes Yes

Special education Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 5.2 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 73.2 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 7th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 14.3 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year as 4th graders, student performance fell to 5.0 points 
above proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 7th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 27.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance grew to 10.3 points 
above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Christel 
House Academy’s students improve compared to 
their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Christel House Academy with 
those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure H). 
The figures show where Christel House Academy’s students gained ground, lost 
ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Christel House Academy’s stu-
dents gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 2 out of 21 (1 percent) 
grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national 
peers in 1 out of 21 (0.5 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Christel House Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Christel House Academy  
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.8 9.2 -2.4
2nd grade 11.9 14.0 -2.1

3rd grade 8.1 10.0 -1.9

4th grade 8.7 9.0 -0.3

5th grade 6.2 9.0 -2.8

6th grade 1.1 7.0 -5.9

7th grade 3.7 6.0 -2.3
8th grade 2.5 5.0 -2.5
Reading 5.1 6.8 -1.7
2nd grade 10.1 13.0 -2.9

3rd grade 10.3 8.0 2.3

4th grade 5.5 7.0 -1.5

5th grade 4.7 6.0 -1.3

6th grade 0.1 4.0 -3.9

7th grade -1.3 3.0 -4.3

8th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2

Language Usage 5.3 6.6 -1.2
2nd grade 10.3 14.0 -3.7

3rd grade 5.7 8.0 -2.3

4th grade 5.8 6.0 -0.2

5th grade 5.1 5.0 0.1

6th grade 2.9 4.0 -1.1

7th grade 1.5 3.0 -1.5

8th grade 3.4 2.0 1.4
Total 5.7 7.5 -1.8
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 8.1 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 1.9 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Christel House Academy’s average gains for this 
grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Christel House Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Christel House Academy  
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.8 9.4 -2.5
2nd grade 11.9 14.0 -2.1

3rd grade 8.1 11.0 -2.9

4th grade 8.7 9.0 -0.3

5th grade 6.2 9.0 -2.8

6th grade 1.1 7.0 -5.9

7th grade 3.7 6.0 -2.3
8th grade 2.5 5.0 -2.5
Reading 5.1 6.8 -1.7
2nd grade 10.1 13.0 -2.9

3rd grade 10.3 9.0 1.3

4th grade 5.5 7.0 -1.5

5th grade 4.7 5.0 -0.3

6th grade 0.1 4.0 -3.9

7th grade -1.3 3.0 -4.3

8th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2

Language Usage 5.3 6.8 -1.5
2nd grade 10.3 14.0 -3.7

3rd grade 5.7 9.0 -3.3

4th grade 5.8 6.0 -0.2

5th grade 5.1 5.0 0.1

6th grade 2.9 4.0 -1.1

7th grade 1.5 3.0 -1.5

8th grade 3.4 3.0 0.4

Total 5.7 7.6 -1.9
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 11.9 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
U.S. student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.1 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Christel House Academy’s average gains for this 
grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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How to read this figure: For example, the first row under the 2nd grade column shows 72.3 percent. This means that at their current rate of 
progress, 72.3 percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would 
be expected to reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008, with no significant problems. During the 2007-2008 
school year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts (SBOA) exam-
ined the school’s finances for the time period from July 1, 2005 
to June 30, 2007. The examination outlined findings related to 
the school’s financial accounting practices, including 1) a lack 
of documentation to support credit card claims and 2) question-
able expenses related to a staff celebration. The school’s official 
response suggests that the school will rectify these findings.

Board 
Governance

The board clearly makes decisions that reflect the prioritization 
of student and family well-being. It carefully considers parent 
feedback and input, closely monitors student performance 
and analyzes areas for improvement. The board follows official 
procedures meticulously.   

Leadership

The school’s principal maintains an environment of high 
standards and support for both staff and students. The school’s 
leadership team has contributed to the high levels of success in 
both student performance and operational management. The 
principal brings a great deal of experience and creativity to the 
school, incorporating innovative programs and services and 
securing new resources.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 81%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 90%

Curriculum/academic program 91%

Class size 85%

Quality of teaching/instruction 89%

Opportunities for parent participation 92%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 84%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

63%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 81%

Return to school 86%

Overall satisfaction 91%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 97%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 100%

Based on research evidence 100%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 90%

Works directly with teachers 71%

Makes clear the expectations 94%

Communicates a clear vision 94%

Likely to…

Return to school 94%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

The principal at Christel House Academy 
brings a great deal of experience and 
creativity to the school, incorporating 

innovative programs and services 
and securing new resources.



2007-2008 Accountability Report
77

Christel House Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compli-
ance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any 
significant concerns related to these obligations. However, the school was late 
in submitting the Form 9 to the Indiana Department of Education and received 
notification of noncompliance on Indicator 11: Evaluation within 60 days 
from the Indiana Department of Education’s Division of Exceptional Learners 
(DEL). The school has one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be 
monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused 
Monitoring System (CIFMS) process.

Accountability data collected by the Mayor’s Office revealed no major concerns 
specific to the school’s ability to provide appropriate conditions for success.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?



2007-2008 Accountability Report
78

Christel House Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Decatur Discovery Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 9-12 7-12

Maximum possible enrollment 200 210

Students enrolled 135 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Decatur Discovery Academy seeks to provide a non-traditional environment in which 
students learn through experiential and inquiry approaches and strong personal 
relationships with teachers. Using the Expeditionary Learning Schools Outward Bound 
model, the school attempts to work with students individually to ensure that they 
graduate from high school and pursue post-secondary educational opportunities.

Free/reduced lunch 41.0%

Special education 5.9%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
91.0%

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
5.0%

Other
3.0%

Male
55%

Female
45%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
91.0%

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
5.0%

Other
3.0%

Male
55%

Female
45%

2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

95.5%

MSD of Decatur 
Township

83.3%

Decatur Discovery 
Academy

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students No No No
No 

(English)

White No No
No 

(English)
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Probation
The school demonstrated an increase of 1.6 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 32.1 percent to receive an “Academic Probation” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2006-2007 when the 10th grade cohort was in 9th grade, students were, on average, 35.7 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 10th graders, student performance grew to 11.5 
points below proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time. As a result, there is no Figure I for this 
school.

Comparative Gains: How much did Decatur 
Discovery Academy’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Decatur Discovery Academy 
with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure 
H). The figures show where Decatur Discovery Academy’s students gained 
ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Decatur Discovery 
Academy’s students gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 3 out of 
6 (50 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to 
their national peers in 3 out of 6 (50 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Decatur Discovery Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Decatur Discovery Academy  
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics -0.3 3.0 -3.3
9th grade -1.3 3.0 -4.3
10th grade 0.3 3.0 -2.7
Reading 5.1 1.0 4.1
9th grade 2.9 1.0 1.9
10th grade 6.8 1.0 5.8
Language Usage 1.2 1.0 0.2
9th grade -1.8 1.0 -2.8

10th grade 3.8 1.0 2.8
Total 2.0 1.7 0.3
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 10th grade students at the school made an average gain of 0.3 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 2.7 points 
lower. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Decatur Discovery Academy’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Decatur Discovery Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Decatur Discovery Academy  
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics -0.3 3.0 -3.3
9th grade -1.3 3.0 -4.3
10th grade 0.3 3.0 -2.7
Reading 5.1 1.4 3.6
9th grade 2.9 2.0 0.9
10th grade 6.8 1.0 5.8
Language Usage 1.2 1.0 0.2
9th grade -1.8 1.0 -2.8

10th grade 3.8 1.0 2.8
Total 2.0 1.8 0.2
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 10th grade students at the school made an average gain of 0.3 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.7 points lower.  A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Decatur Discovery Academy’s average gains for 
this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008, with no significant problems. The school received 
significant financial management support from the Metropolitan 
School District (MSD) of Decatur Township. 

Board 
Governance

All board members demonstrate a passion for and dedication 
to the school. Board meeting attendance continues to be poor 
however, with two of the board’s seven members missing four 
or more meetings. In addition, the board may consider forming 
committees that target and assist with specific school needs 
such as finances/fundraising, academics, and/or community 
outreach. 

Leadership
The school’s leadership has been stable for the last three years. 
The school also receives leadership assistance and expertise 
from MSD of Decatur Township.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 94%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 97%

Curriculum/academic program 100%

Class size 97%

Quality of teaching/instruction 97%

Opportunities for parent participation 83%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 94%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

67%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 91%

Return to school 97%

Overall satisfaction 91%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 54%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 92%

Based on research evidence 92%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 77%

Works directly with teachers 54%

Makes clear the expectations 92%

Communicates a clear vision 85%

Likely to…

Return to school 83%

Overall satisfaction 92%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
According to the school’s staff, 6 of the 7 

 graduates of Decatur Discovery Academy 
– the school’s first graduates – received 

college acceptance letters.
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Decatur Discovery Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compli-
ance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any signifi-
cant concerns related to these obligations. However, the school was again late in 
submitting a signed hard copy of the September Student Membership (DOE-ME) 
and the Student Residence (DOE-SR) reports to the Indiana Department of 
Education (IDOE). The school received notification of noncompliance on compli-
ance Indicator 13 from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); this 
indicator includes the percent of youth age 14 and above with Individualized 
Education Plans (IEPs) that include coordinated, measurable, and annual IEP 
goals and transition services that reasonably enable students to meet their post-
secondary goals. The school has one year to correct the noncompliance issue 
and will be monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement 
and Focused Monitoring System.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Key 
Commendations

• The school offers ample professional development  
   opportunities for staff to grow in the Expeditionary  
   Learning Outward Bound (ELOB) model.

• According to the school’s staff, 6 of the 7 graduates     
   of Decatur Discovery Academy – the school’s first  
   graduates – received college acceptance letters.

• The site visit team noted that the school offers a variety  
   of high-quality, relevant support and guidance to support  
   post-secondary preparation.

Key Areas for 
Attention

• The site team noted that the school did not provide  
   enough evidence during its third year self-review to  
   substantiate that 1) it conducts a systematic review of  
   its curriculum to identify gaps; 2) it regularly reviews  
   curricular scope and sequence; 3) its curriculum is  
   rigorous and challenging; 4) it uses varied and  
   differentiated instructional strategies; and 5) it uses  
   data to effectively improve instruction. 

• The school must continue developing plans to more  
   intentionally and effectively orient students to the school’s    
   mission in order to address student attrition issues.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N
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Decatur Discovery Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. .
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Fall Creek Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-11 K-12

Maximum possible enrollment 360 390

Students enrolled 321 N/A

Students on waiting list 140 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enroll-
ment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting list, 
while other grade levels may have openings.

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Fall Creek Academy’s mission is to provide an educational program that 
combines innovative technology-based learning, small group instruction and 
project-based learning to allow students to learn at their own pace and enable 
teachers to provide students with more individualized attention. The school 
strives for student growth in character development, academics, life skills, the 
arts and wellness.

Free/reduced lunch 70.0%

Special education 15.0%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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Black
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

96.0%

Fall Creek  
Academy

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

White Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes

Special education Yes No Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 15.8 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 59.0 percent to receive an “Academic Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 10th grade cohort was in 6th grade, students were, on average, 2.0 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 7th graders, student performance grew to 9.0 
points above proficiency.

English/Language Arts  

 

 

7.5
-4.0

-12.3

-2.0

-7.0-6.5
-5.0

-5.0

5.0
24.0

6.5

9.0

2.0

400

450

500

550

600

2007 
(8th)

2006 
(7th)

2005 
(6th)

2004 
(5th)

2007 
(9th)

2006 
(8th)

2005 
(7th)

2004 
(6th)

2007 
(10th)

2006 
(9th)

2005 
(8th)

2004 
(7th)

2003 
(6th)

8th Grade Cohort9th Grade Cohort10th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

15.0
22.0

11.7

11.5

5.3
10.0

11.0

7.5

-3.0

8.0

-9.0

-16.0
-

375

425

475

525

2007 
(5th)

2006 
(4th)

2005 
(3rd)

2007 
(6th)

2006 
(5th)

2005 
(4th)

2004 
(3rd)

2007 
(7th)

2006 
(6th)

2005 
(5th)

2004 
(4th)

2003 
(3rd)

5th Grade Cohort6th Grade Cohort7th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

 

6.0

9.5

-14.5

350

400

450

500

550

2007 (3rd)2007 (4th)2006 (3rd)

3rd Grade Cohort4th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to be 
Proficient on ISTEP+

English/Language Arts  

 

 

7.5
-4.0

-12.3

-2.0

-7.0-6.5
-5.0

-5.0

5.0
24.0

6.5

9.0

2.0

400

450

500

550

600

2007 
(8th)

2006 
(7th)

2005 
(6th)

2004 
(5th)

2007 
(9th)

2006 
(8th)

2005 
(7th)

2004 
(6th)

2007 
(10th)

2006 
(9th)

2005 
(8th)

2004 
(7th)

2003 
(6th)

8th Grade Cohort9th Grade Cohort10th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

15.0
22.0

11.7

11.5

5.3
10.0

11.0

7.5

-3.0

8.0

-9.0

-16.0
-

375

425

475

525

2007 
(5th)

2006 
(4th)

2005 
(3rd)

2007 
(6th)

2006 
(5th)

2005 
(4th)

2004 
(3rd)

2007 
(7th)

2006 
(6th)

2005 
(5th)

2004 
(4th)

2003 
(3rd)

5th Grade Cohort6th Grade Cohort7th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

 

6.0

9.5

-14.5

350

400

450

500

550

2007 (3rd)2007 (4th)2006 (3rd)

3rd Grade Cohort4th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to be 
Proficient on ISTEP+

English/Language Arts  

 

 

7.5
-4.0

-12.3

-2.0

-7.0-6.5
-5.0

-5.0

5.0
24.0

6.5

9.0

2.0

400

450

500

550

600

2007 
(8th)

2006 
(7th)

2005 
(6th)

2004 
(5th)

2007 
(9th)

2006 
(8th)

2005 
(7th)

2004 
(6th)

2007 
(10th)

2006 
(9th)

2005 
(8th)

2004 
(7th)

2003 
(6th)

8th Grade Cohort9th Grade Cohort10th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

15.0
22.0

11.7

11.5

5.3
10.0

11.0

7.5

-3.0

8.0

-9.0

-16.0
-

375

425

475

525

2007 
(5th)

2006 
(4th)

2005 
(3rd)

2007 
(6th)

2006 
(5th)

2005 
(4th)

2004 
(3rd)

2007 
(7th)

2006 
(6th)

2005 
(5th)

2004 
(4th)

2003 
(3rd)

5th Grade Cohort6th Grade Cohort7th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance 
above Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance 
below Proficiency

Score Needed to 
be Proficient on 
ISTEP+

 

6.0

9.5

-14.5

350

400

450

500

550

2007 (3rd)2007 (4th)2006 (3rd)

3rd Grade Cohort4th Grade Cohort

Scale Score 
Performance above 
Proficiency

Scale Score 
Performance below 
Proficiency

Score Needed to be 
Proficient on ISTEP+



2007-2008 Accountability Report
92

Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2003-2004 when the 10th grade cohort was in 6th grade, students were, on average, 17.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 7th graders, student performance grew to 10.0 points 
above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time at the high school level. As a result, 
Figure I only includes data for the school’s elementary school students.

Comparative Gains: How much did Fall Creek 
Academy’s students improve compared to their 
peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Fall Creek Academy with those 
of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure H). The 
figures show where Fall Creek Academy’s students gained ground, lost ground 
or stayed even compared to their peers. Fall Creek Academy’s students gained 
ground compared to their Indiana peers in 18 out of 27 (66 percent) grades and 
subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national peers in 17 
out of 27 (63 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Fall Creek Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Fall Creek Academy  
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.9 7.6 -0.6
2nd grade 10.0 14.0 -4.0

3rd grade 9.5 10.0 -0.5

4th grade 8.1 9.0 -0.9

5th grade 8.1 9.0 -0.9

6th grade 2.9 7.0 -4.1

7th grade 4.2 6.0 -1.8

8th grade 9.4 5.0 4.4

9th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

10th grade 9.0 3.0 6.0

Reading 7.1 5.1 2.0
2nd grade 11.5 13.0 -1.5

3rd grade 15.1 8.0 7.1

4th grade 15.0 7.0 8.0

5th grade 9.5 6.0 3.5

6th grade 3.8 4.0 -0.2

7th grade 3.9 3.0 0.9

8th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

9th grade -0.9 1.0 -1.9

10th grade 12.5 1.0 11.5

Language Usage 8.0 5.1 3.0
2nd grade 20.5 14.0 6.5

3rd grade 10.5 8.0 2.5

4th grade 10.9 6.0 4.9

5th grade 7.5 5.0 2.5

6th grade 7.1 4.0 3.1

7th grade 5.4 3.0 2.4

8th grade 3.2 2.0 1.2

9th grade 2.8 1.0 1.8

10th grade 12.0 1.0 11.0

Total 7.4 5.9 1.5
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 9.5 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 0.5 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Fall Creek Academy’s average gains for this grade 
and subject and the average Indiana gains.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Fall Creek Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Fall Creek Academy  
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.9 7.7 -0.8
2nd grade 10.0 14.0 -4.0

3rd grade 9.5 11.0 -1.5

4th grade 8.1 9.0 -0.9

5th grade 8.1 9.0 -0.9

6th grade 2.9 7.0 -4.1

7th grade 4.2 6.0 -1.8

8th grade 9.4 5.0 4.4

9th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

10th grade 9.0 3.0 6.0

Reading 7.1 5.2 1.9
2nd grade 11.5 13.0 -1.5

3rd grade 15.1 9.0 6.1

4th grade 15.0 7.0 8.0

5th grade 9.5 5.0 4.5

6th grade 3.8 4.0 -0.2

7th grade 3.9 3.0 0.9

8th grade 4.2 3.0 1.2

9th grade -0.9 2.0 -2.9

10th grade 12.5 1.0 11.5

Language Usage 8.0 5.4 2.7
2nd grade 20.5 14.0 6.5

3rd grade 10.5 9.0 1.5

4th grade 10.9 6.0 4.9

5th grade 7.5 5.0 2.5

6th grade 7.1 4.0 3.1

7th grade 5.4 3.0 2.4

8th grade 3.2 3.0 0.2

9th grade 2.8 1.0 1.8

10th grade 12.0 1.0 11.0

Total 7.4 6.1 1.3
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 10.0 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 4.0 points lower. A rating 
of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Fall Creek Academy’s average gains for this grade and 
subject and the average U.S. gains.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 50.0 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 50.0 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008 with no significant problems, due in part to the 
Greater Educational Opportunities (GEO) Foundation’s support 
and management. During the 2007-2008 school year, the 
Indiana State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s 
finances for the time period of July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. 
The school’s response to the SBOA’s findings was included in the 
official examination. The report outlined minor findings related to 
the school’s financial accounting practices. In its response, the 
school disputed whether certain rules applied. Similar findings 
were found on the school’s prior SBOA examination suggesting 
that the school has not yet addressed these issues.

Board 
Governance

The school’s board has a diversity of expertise and backgrounds. 
The board experienced substantial changes in 2007-2008 as 
two board members resigned and four new board members 
joined. Board meeting attendance must improve as two board 
members missed every board meeting during the 2007-2008 
academic year.

Leadership

The school experienced leadership turnover this year and will 
have a new principal for the 2008-2009 academic year. In addi-
tion, the GEO Foundation, which manages the school, added 
specialized positions in 2007-2008 in order to provide the school 
with additional resources, including a Director of Schools and a 
Director of Communications and Marketing. 
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 40%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 69%

Curriculum/academic program 78%

Class size 75%

Quality of teaching/instruction 73%

Opportunities for parent participation 90%

School administration 71%

Faculty/teachers 75%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

46%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 53%

Return to school 68%

Overall satisfaction 73%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 58%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 77%

Based on research evidence 62%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 77%

Works directly with teachers 58%

Makes clear the expectations 65%

Communicates a clear vision 65%

Likely to…

Return to school 81%

Overall satisfaction 85%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

100 percent of 4th graders enrolled in Fall 
Creek Academy made gains large enough 

that they are expected to reach proficiency in 
reading in the spring of their 6th  grade year.
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Fall Creek Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compliance with 
laws and regulations and in providing access to students across Indianapolis. 
The school generally met its compliance and reporting obligations to the Mayor’s 
Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). However, the school 
was late in submitting its Form 9 to the IDOE, and the school experienced dif-
ficulty in submitting financial reports in a timely manner to the Mayor’s Office. As 
was noted in last year’s accountability report, the school did not produce teacher 
licenses in a timely manner. Additionally, Section 3.2B., C. of the school’s 
Charter Agreement requires local, state and national criminal background 
checks to be completed on all board members; national criminal background 
checks were not completed for any board member in 2007-2008.

Accountability data collected by the Mayor’s Office revealed no major concerns 
specific to the school’s ability to provide appropriate conditions for success.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?
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Fall Creek Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H:  Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note: For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Flanner House Elementary School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-6 K-6

Maximum possible enrollment 300 300

Students enrolled 233 N/A

Students on waiting list 38 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enroll-
ment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting list, 
while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
By fostering critical thinking and problem-solving skills, Flanner House Elementary 
School seeks to build a solid foundation and provide positive motivation for life-
long learning among its students. The school strives to educate the “whole person” 
in order to allow students to achieve their highest potential.

Free/reduced lunch 78.0%

Special education 7.7%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
0.5%

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
97.5%

Other
1.0%

Male
44%

Female
56%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
0.5%

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
97.5%

Other
1.0%

Male
44%

Female
56%

2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

96.4%

Flanner House 
Elementary School

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch No Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated an increase of 5 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 62.3 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 6th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 53.3 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance fell to 18.0 
points above proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 6th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 26.0 points above 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance fell to 14.0 points above 
proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Flanner 
House Elementary School’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Flanner House Elementary 
School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States 
(Figure H). The figures show where Flanner House Elementary School’s students 
gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Flanner 
House Elementary School’s students gained ground compared to their Indiana 
peers in 11 out of 15 (73 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained 
ground compared to their national peers in 10 out of 15 (67 percent) grades and 
subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Flanner House Elementary School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Flanner House Elementary 
School vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 12.5 10.2 2.3
2nd grade 15.8 14.0 1.8
3rd grade 12.8 10.0 2.8
4th grade 10.4 9.0 1.4

5th grade 13.1 9.0 4.1

6th grade 8.5 7.0 1.5

Reading 10.1 8.3 1.8
2nd grade 11.8 13.0 -1.2

3rd grade 8.6 8.0 0.6

4th grade 14.0 7.0 7.0

5th grade 9.2 6.0 3.2
6th grade 1.6 4.0 -2.4

Language Usage 11.4 8.1 3.3
2nd grade 14.3 14.0 0.3

3rd grade 9.6 8.0 1.6

4th grade 13.6 6.0 7.6

5th grade 8.3 5.0 3.3
6th grade 9.9 4.0 5.9
Total 11.4 8.9 2.5
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers in that 
row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 12.8 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 2.8 points higher. 
A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Flanner House Elementary School’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Flanner House Elementary School’s students 

gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 
11 out of 15 (73 percent) grades and subjects.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Flanner House Elementary School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Flanner House Elementary 
School vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 12.5 10.5 2.1
2nd grade 15.8 14.0 1.8
3rd grade 12.8 11.0 1.8
4th grade 10.4 9.0 1.4

5th grade 13.1 9.0 4.1

6th grade 8.5 7.0 1.5

Reading 10.1 8.3 1.7
2nd grade 11.8 13.0 -1.2

3rd grade 8.6 9.0 -0.4

4th grade 14.0 7.0 7.0

5th grade 9.2 5.0 4.2
6th grade 1.6 4.0 -2.4

Language Usage 11.4 8.4 3.0
2nd grade 14.3 14.0 0.3

3rd grade 9.6 9.0 0.6
4th grade 13.6 6.0 7.6

5th grade 8.3 5.0 3.3
6th grade 9.9 4.0 5.9
Total 11.4 9.1 2.3
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 15.8 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 1.8 points higher. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Flanner House Elementary School’s average gains 
for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Flanner House Elementary School gained 

ground compared to their national peers in 10 
out of 15 (67 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years

Mathematics Reading Language Arts
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 71.9 percent. This 
means that at their current rate of progress, 71.9 percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this 
school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be 
expected to reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, 
therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school is currently in satisfactory fiscal health. As the school 
progresses with its facility redevelopment plans, it must develop 
and implement a sound financial plan to support increased 
facility costs. During the 2007-2008 school year, the Indiana 
State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s finances 
for the time period of July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The school 
did not respond to the SBOA findings in time for the response 
to be included in the official report. Similar findings, including 
employee compensation issues, were found on the school’s 
prior SBOA examination suggesting that the school has not yet 
addressed these issues.

Board 
Governance

The board strongly believes in the school’s mission and is 
committed to the school’s success. Board meeting attendance, 
however, needs to improve as four of the board’s nine members 
missed three or more of the board’s seven meetings during the 
2007-2008 school year.

Leadership
School leaders are committed to improvement and to  
recognizing and responding to school needs. 
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 71%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 85%

Curriculum/academic program 89%

Class size 93%

Quality of teaching/instruction 88%

Opportunities for parent participation 94%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 88%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

49%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 71%

Return to school 71%

Overall satisfaction 85%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 80%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 95%

Based on research evidence 70%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 84%

Works directly with teachers 74%

Makes clear the expectations 89%

Communicates a clear vision 89%

Likely to…

Return to school 90%

Overall satisfaction 90%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
School leaders are committed to 
improvement and to recognizing 
and responding to school needs.
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Flanner House Elementary School satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for 
compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The school experienced some difficulty in submitting teacher 
licenses in a timely manner to the Mayor’s Office. Additionally, Section 3.2B., 
C. of the school’s Charter Agreement requires local, state and national criminal 
background checks to be completed on all board members; national criminal 
background checks have not yet been completed for all board members.

Accountability data collected by the Mayor’s Office revealed no major concerns 
specific to the school’s ability to provide appropriate conditions for success.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?
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Flanner House Elementary School  
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.” 
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Fountain Square Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 5-12 5-12

Maximum possible enrollment 280 322

Students enrolled 237 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Fountain Square Academy seeks to use computer technology to engage 
students in learning and to continually track students´ academic progress. 
The school endeavors for students to learn at their own pace and benefit from 
individualized attention from teachers whose mission is to promote academic 
achievement and character development.

Free/reduced lunch 83.0%

Special education 9.3%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
73%

Hispanic
16%

Black
11%

Male
49%

Female
51%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
73.0%

Hispanic
16.0%

Black
11.0%

Other
0.0%

Male
49%

Female
51%

2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

90.5%

Fountain Square 
Academy

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students No No No Yes

Black No No No

Free/reduced lunch No No Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Probation
The school demonstrated a decrease of 1.6 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 35.7 percent to receive an “Academic Probation” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 10th grade cohort was in 8th grade, students were, on average, 38.5 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 9th graders, student performace grew to 35.5 
points below proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 10th grade cohort was in 8th grade, students were, on average, 53.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 9th graders, student performance grew to 38.0 points 
below proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national nonprofit 
organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed the results so 
the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much students learned 
during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time at the high school level. As a result, Figure 
I only includes data for the school’s middle school students. 

Comparative Gains: How much did Fountain 
Square Academy’s students improve compared 
to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Fountain Square Academy 
with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure 
H). The figures show where Fountain Square Academy’s students gained ground, 
lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. Fountain Square Academy’s 
students gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 13 out of 18 (72 
percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to their 
national peers in 13 out of 18 (72 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Fountain Square Academy vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Fountain Square Academy   
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 7.0 5.3 1.7
5th grade 9.4 9.0 0.4

6th grade 10.2 7.0 3.2

7th grade 11.0 6.0 5.0

8th grade 6.4 5.0 1.4

9th grade 1.9 3.0 -1.1

10th grade 1.1 3.0 -1.9

Reading 6.0 3.0 3.0
5th grade 5.9 6.0 -0.1

6th grade 5.9 4.0 1.9

7th grade 7.2 3.0 4.2

8th grade 7.1 3.0 4.1

9th grade 3.8 1.0 2.8

10th grade 1.9 1.0 0.9

Language Usage 4.8 2.5 2.3
5th grade 11.8 5.0 6.8

6th grade 8.2 4.0 4.2

7th grade 4.7 3.0 1.7

8th grade 3.8 2.0 1.8

9th grade 4.0 1.0 3.0

10th grade 0.5 1.0 -0.5

Total 5.9 3.5 2.3
How to read this figure: The fourth row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 7th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 7th grade students at the school made an average gain of 11.0, compared to 6.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 5.0 points higher. 
A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Fountain Square Academy’s average gains for 
this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Fountain Square Academy’s students gained 
ground compared to their Indiana peers in 13 
out of 18 (72 percent) grades and subjects.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Fountain Square Academy vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Fountain Square Academy   
vs. U.S.Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 7.0 5.3 1.7
5th grade 9.4 9.0 0.4

6th grade 10.2 7.0 3.2

7th grade 11.0 6.0 5.0

8th grade 6.4 5.0 1.4

9th grade 1.9 3.0 -1.1

10th grade 1.1 3.0 -1.9

Reading 6.0 3.0 3.0
5th grade 5.9 5.0 0.9

6th grade 5.9 4.0 1.9

7th grade 7.2 3.0 4.2

8th grade 7.1 3.0 4.1

9th grade 3.8 2.0 1.8

10th grade 1.9 1.0 0.9

Language Usage 4.8 2.8 2.0
5th grade 11.8 5.0 6.8

6th grade 8.2 4.0 4.2

7th grade 4.7 3.0 1.7

8th grade 3.8 3.0 0.8

9th grade 4.0 1.0 3.0

10th grade 0.5 1.0 -0.5

Total 5.9 3.7 2.2
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 6th grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 6th grade students at the school made an average gain of 10.2 points, compared to 7.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 3.2 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Fountain Square Academy’s average gains for this 
grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Fountain Square Academy gained ground 
compared to their national peers in 13 out 

of 18 (72 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years

Mathematics Reading Language Arts
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, the 5th grade mathematics column shows 62.5 
percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 62.5 percent of 5th graders 
enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they 
would be expected to reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 7th grade year 
and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school did not meet its enrollment targets in 2007-2008, 
which negatively impacted its financial position. Support 
provided by the Greater Educational Opportunities (GEO) 
Foundation helped address some financial concerns. The school 
has adjusted its recruitment and marketing plans in an effort to 
meet enrollment targets in future years.

Board 
Governance

The school’s board has a diversity of expertise and backgrounds. 
The board experienced substantial changes in 2007-2008 as 
two members resigned and four new members joined. Board 
meeting attendance must improve as two members missed every 
board meeting during the 2007-2008 academic year.

Leadership

The school experienced significant staff turnover with over half of 
the school’s staff having resigned or been terminated. The GEO 
Foundation, which manages the school, added specialized posi-
tions in 2007-2008 in order to provide the school with additional 
resources, including a Director of Schools and a Director of 
Communications and Marketing.



2007-2008 Accountability Report
122

Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 67%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 80%

Curriculum/academic program 78%

Class size 93%

Quality of teaching/instruction 82%

Opportunities for parent participation 82%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 80%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

44%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 63%

Return to school 77%

Overall satisfaction 76%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 29%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 71%

Based on research evidence 57%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 79%

Works directly with teachers 36%

Makes clear the expectations 71%

Communicates a clear vision 57%

Likely to…

Return to school 57%

Overall satisfaction 62%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fountain Square Academy has engaged in efforts to 
address academic deficiencies including 1) requiring 

students who did not pass ISTEP+ to attend summer 
school and 2) hiring classroom tutors from Marian 

College to improve student academic performance.
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Fountain Square Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compli-
ance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The school generally met its compliance and reporting obligations 
to the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). However, 
the school was late in submitting its Form 9 to the IDOE. The school experienced 
difficulty in submitting teacher licenses and financial reports in a timely manner 
to the Mayor’s Office. Additionally, Section 3.2B., C. of the school’s Charter 
Agreement requires local, state and national criminal background checks to be 
completed on all board members; national criminal background checks were not 
completed for any board member in 2007-2008.

Key 
Commendations

The school has engaged in efforts to address academic •	
deficiencies including 1) requiring students who did 
not pass ISTEP+ to attend summer school and 2) hiring 
classroom tutors from Marian College to improve student 
academic performance.  

Key Areas 
for Attention

During the school’s third year self-evaluation, site visit •	
team members noted a lack of evidence to show 1) 
curriculum alignment with state standards; 2) ongoing 
systematic reviews of curriculum to identify gaps; 3) 
regular review of scope and sequence; and 4) staff 
understanding of how curriculum documents and 
related program materials are used to effectively deliver 
instruction.

Staff reported a lack of appropriate materials necessary to •	
deliver the school’s curriculum.  

The site visit team noted that staff described a variety •	
of high-quality methods being used to support post-
secondary preparation, but evidence was not provided.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N
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Fountain Square Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A:  2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G:. Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Herron High School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 9-11 9-12

Maximum possible enrollment 270 400

Students enrolled 212 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Herron High School provides a classical liberal arts education with early college 
experiences. The school’s curriculum is structured around an art history timeline 
and emphasizes the classic art and literature of many cultures.

Free/reduced lunch 31.0%

Special education 9.4%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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Black
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Female
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.6%
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High School

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:



2007-2008 Accountability Report
126

2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: Yes English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for ”All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 1.9 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 73.0 percent to receive an “Academic Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2006-2007 when the 10th grade cohort was in 9th grade, students were, on average, 44.5 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 10th graders, student performance fell to 39.0 
points above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time at the high school level. As a result, there 
is no Figure I for this school. 

Comparative Gains: How much did Herron High 
School’s students improve compared to their 
peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Herron High School with those 
of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States (Figure H). The 
figures show where Herron High School’s students gained ground, lost ground 
or stayed even compared to their peers. Herron High School’s students gained 
ground compared to their Indiana peers in 6 out of 6 (100 percent) grades and 
subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national peers in 6 
out of 6 (100 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Herron High School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Herron High School   
vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 5.3 3.0 2.3
9th grade 5.0 3.0 2.0

10th grade 5.6 3.0 2.6

Reading 6.5 1.0 5.5
9th grade 7.3 1.0 6.3

10th grade 5.8 1.0 4.8

Language Usage 2.8 1.0 1.8
9th grade 3.5 1.0 2.5

10th grade 2.1 1.0 1.1

Total 4.9 1.7 3.2
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 9th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 9th grade students at the school made an average gain of 5.0 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 2.0 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Herron High School’s average gains for 
this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Herron High School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Herron High School   
vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 5.3 3.0 2.3
9th grade 5.0 3.0 2.0

10th grade 5.6 3.0 2.6

Reading 6.5 1.5 5.1
9th grade 7.3 2.0 5.3

10th grade 5.8 1.0 4.8

Language Usage 2.8 1.0 1.8
9th grade 3.5 1.0 2.5

10th grade 2.1 1.0 1.1

Total 4.9 1.8 3.0
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 9th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 9th grade students at the school made an average gain of 5.0 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.0 points higher. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Herron High School’s average gains for this grade 
and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school finished its second year in satisfactory fiscal health. It 
benefits from strong community partners and successful grant-
writing initiatives. The school successfully managed increased 
financial responsibilities related to its facility renovations. During 
the 2007-2008 school year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts 
(SBOA) examined the school’s finances for the time period of 
May 25, 2006 to June 30, 2007. The school’s response to the 
SBOA’s findings was included in the official examination. The 
examination outlined minor findings. The school’s response to 
the Mayor’s Office suggests the school will rectify these findings.

Board 
Governance

The school’s board members are actively engaged in the school 
and are competent in their oversight and stewardship. Board 
members’ engagement in the local community proved helpful 
to the school in creating support for and overcoming challenges 
related to the new facility. The board added three new members 
this year to diversify its professional areas of expertise. The 
board should attend to inconsistent attendance by some board 
members.

Leadership

The school’s leadership maintains an environment of high 
standards and support for students and staff. School leadership 
is committed to continuous improvement, demonstrates an 
understanding of student learning and uses data to improve 
instruction.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 83%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 94%

Curriculum/academic program 95%

Class size 93%

Quality of teaching/instruction 95%

Opportunities for parent participation 89%

School administration 83%

Faculty/teachers 93%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

65%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 83%

Return to school 86%

Overall satisfaction 95%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 100%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 91%

Based on research evidence 91%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 91%

Works directly with teachers 73%

Makes clear the expectations 91%

Communicates a clear vision 91%

Likely to…

Return to school 100%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
All constituents highlighted strong communication, 

transparency and trust as important characteristics 
of Herron High School (student to student, 

staff to students, parents and teachers).
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Herron High School satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compliance with 
laws and regulations and in providing access to students across Indianapolis. 
The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any significant concerns 
related to these obligations. However, Section 3.2B., C. of the school’s Charter 
Agreement requires local, state and national criminal background checks to be 
completed on all board members; national criminal background checks have not 
yet been completed for all board members.

For schools in their second year of operation, the Mayor’s Office retains a 
team of experts to review the school’s special education files. The team found 
that the vast majority of files were in compliance with legal standards and the 
requirements of the Mayor’s Office. The school should, however, ensure and 
document appropriate parent notification of case conferences and ensure all 
Individual Education Plans (IEPs) have all necessary components, including 
documentation of annual goals and appropriate transition plans.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

Constituents report liking the school’s small size, family •	
atmosphere, rigorous learning, supportive and open 
relationships, focus on college preparation and classical 
curriculum.  

In response to a focus group question about “likes” and •	
“changes,” many students could not identify an area in 
which they would suggest “changes.”

All constituents note an appreciation for diverse student •	
backgrounds and an openness and communication about 
differences.  

All constituents highlighted strong communication, •	
transparency and trust as important characteristics of 
Herron High School (student to student, staff to students, 
parents and teachers).  

Teachers and administration report high levels of col-•	
laboration on coursework as well as integration of subject 
content.  

Key Areas 
for Attention

The school has a strong informal process for providing •	
feedback on teaching, but needs to ensure that a timeline 
and process for formal evaluation exists and that teachers 
are familiar with the process.

The variation in student learning, understanding of what •	
it means to be a student and experience with discipline 
were noted as the greatest challenges for teachers. The 
school may wish to attend to issues of differentiated 
instruction and consistency in administering student 
discipline.  
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Herron High School Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32). 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L:  Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Hope Academy

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 9-12 9-12

Maximum possible enrollment 40 120

Students enrolled 40 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Hope Academy offers a welcoming, challenging and supportive academic 
environment provided through a small schools community high school 
model, committed to student recovery from alcohol and substance abuse. 
The mission of the school is to provide a safe, sober and challenging school 
experience for students who share a commitment to academic achievement 
and personal development.

Free/reduced lunch 13.0%

Special education 22.5%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C
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94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools
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2007-2008 Demographics:
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Due to the small enrollment at Hope Academy, the Indiana Department of 
Education did not issue an AYP determination for the school. Thus, there is no 
Figure D for Hope Academy.

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated an overall ISTEP+ pass rate of 100.0 percent to 
receive an “Exemplary Progress” placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
This report does not include any ISTEP+ or NWEA MAP test scores for Hope 
Academy because fewer than 10 students took these tests in each grade and 
subject. This follows the IDOE’s policy of not reporting performance data if there 
are fewer than 10 students tested. In addition, because NWEA does not publish 
proficiency levels for high school grades, it could not determine what proportion 
of students in this school made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over 
time. As a result, there are no Figures F, G, H or I for this school.  

 

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school is currently in satisfactory fiscal health due to the 
financial management and support of Fairbanks, but will have 
financial difficulties in the near future if it does not meet its 
enrollment targets. During the 2007-2008 school year, the 
Indiana State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s 
finances for the time period of July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. 
The school’s response to the SBOA’s findings was included in 
the official audit report. The examination report outlined minor 
findings, and the school’s official response suggests the school 
will rectify these findings.

Board 
Governance

The board is competent, actively engaged and very involved in 
the school. Board members seek detailed information about the 
school’s operations from the school’s staff and demonstrate a 
deep commitment to the students. The board recognizes and 
clearly supports the school’s unique mission. The board must 
ensure that its new school leader receives proper guidance and 
support.

Leadership

The school leader, in her first year as principal, demonstrated 
commitment to the school’s mission. She must ensure that new 
staff receive proper guidance and support and focus on stabiliz-
ing the school’s staff, as half of the school’s staff will be new for 
the 2008-2009 academic year.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 80%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 100%

Curriculum/academic program 95%

Class size 100%

Quality of teaching/instruction 90%

Opportunities for parent participation 100%

School administration 100%

Faculty/teachers 100%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

100%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 90%

Return to school 71%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 43%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 71%

Based on research evidence 57%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 86%

Works directly with teachers 43%

Makes clear the expectations 43%

Communicates a clear vision 57%

Likely to…

Return to school 50%

Overall satisfaction 86%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
Hope Academy has a strong culture of care 
and respect. The team observed numerous 

respectful teacher-to-student interactions. 
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Hope Academy satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for compliance with laws 
and regulations and in providing access to students across Indianapolis. The 
Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any significant concerns related 
to these obligations. However, the school was late in submitting its Form 9 to the 
Indiana Department of Education.

For schools in their second year of operation, the Mayor’s Office retains a team 
of experts to review the school’s special education files. The team found all 
Individual Education Plans to be current, but some minor items were found to 
be missing from the files, such as log sheets and lack of documentation and/or 
signatures for case conference notification. The school should ensure that files 
are up-to-date and accurate.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The school has implemented a student mentoring program to assist in orienting and •	
supporting new students into the culture. The school leader notes that the program is 
helping to reduce attrition.

The site team observed orderly classrooms and found few instances in which student •	
behavior interfered with learning.

Teachers and administrators described a variety of professional development opportuni-•	
ties for staff. Staff reported having adequate professional development. 

Key Areas 
for Attention

The small size of the student population presents staffing challenges that must be •	
addressed. The school must develop and implement a plan to ensure that students 
receive a high-quality and rigorous educational experience consistent with the standards 
of a Core 40 diploma, given a limited number of teachers and staff.

Site team members observed a few examples of questionable physical contact between •	
students. The school needs to ensure that students know proper conduct and that staff 
monitor and enforce high standards.  

Parents and staff noted some concerns about the “down time” and “unsupervised •	
time” between the school day’s conclusion and Fairbanks’ evening recovery programs. 
The school may wish to work with students and Fairbanks to evaluate the need for more 
structure or supervision during this time, especially for students early in their recovery.  

The school should develop more effective methods of using data to demonstrate that it •	
is achieving its mission.  
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Hope Academy Figure Notes

The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure K:  Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served Pre K-7 Pre K-12

Maximum possible enrollment 610 1,060

Students enrolled 381 N/A

Students on waiting list 83 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enroll-
ment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting list, 
while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Teachers at Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School seek to infuse fine and per-
forming arts into rigorous core academic courses and engage students in learning 
in a school culture that stresses respect and safety. The school also strives to 
involve parents and families in each student’s education to help the students 
acquire the knowledge, skills, values and attitudes to be responsible citizens.

Free/reduced lunch 82.0%

Special education 7.9%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
34.0%

Hispanic
4.0%

Black
57.0%

Other
5.0%

Male
52%

Female
48%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
34.0%

Hispanic
4.0%

Black
57.0%

Other
5.0%

Male
52%

Female
48%

2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

91.3%

Indianapolis Lighthouse 
Charter School

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students No No No Yes

Black No No Yes

White Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch No No Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 9.8 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 50.7 percent to receive an “Academic Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 



2007-2008 Accountability Report
145

Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 7th grade cohort was in 5th grade, students were, on average, 6.5 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 6th graders, student performance fell to 1.3 
points below proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2005-2006 when the 7th grade cohort was in 5th grade, students were, on average, 5.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 6th graders, student performance grew to 10.5 points 
above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Indianapolis 
Lighthouse Charter School’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Indianapolis Lighthouse 
Charter School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United 
States (Figure H). The figures show where Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter 
School’s students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their 
peers. Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School’s students gained ground com-
pared to their Indiana peers in 11 out of 18 (61 percent) grades and subjects 
(Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national peers in 10 out of 18 
(56 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter 
School vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.5 10.4 1.1
2nd grade 15.3 14.0 1.3

3rd grade 12.7 10.0 2.7

4th grade 5.3 9.0 -3.7

5th grade 7.1 9.0 -1.9

6th grade 14.8 7.0 7.8

7th grade 11.4 6.0 5.4

Reading 10.3 8.4 1.9
2nd grade 14.1 13.0 1.1

3rd grade 9.6 8.0 1.6

4th grade 5.1 7.0 -1.9

5th grade 11.2 6.0 5.2

6th grade 9.4 4.0 5.4

7th grade 9.2 3.0 6.2

Language Usage 8.6 8.5 0.1
2nd grade 13.6 14.0 -0.4

3rd grade 7.7 8.0 -0.3

4th grade 6.5 6.0 0.5

5th grade 6.5 5.0 1.5

6th grade 4.9 4.0 0.9

7th grade 2.2 3.0 -0.8

Total 10.1 9.1 1.0
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 12.7 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average 
Indiana student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 2.7 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School’s 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School’s students 
gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 

11 out of 18 (61 percent) grades and subjects.



2007-2008 Accountability Report
149

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter 
School vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.5 10.5 1.0
2nd grade 15.3 14.0 1.3

3rd grade 12.7 11.0 1.7

4th grade 5.3 9.0 -3.7

5th grade 7.1 9.0 -1.9

6th grade 14.8 7.0 7.8

7th grade 11.4 6.0 5.4

Reading 10.3 8.4 1.9
2nd grade 14.1 13.0 1.1

3rd grade 9.6 9.0 0.6

4th grade 5.1 7.0 -1.9

5th grade 11.2 5.0 6.2

6th grade 9.4 4.0 5.4

7th grade 9.2 3.0 6.2

Language Usage 8.6 8.6 0.0
2nd grade 13.6 14.0 -0.4

3rd grade 7.7 9.0 -1.3

4th grade 6.5 6.0 0.5

5th grade 6.5 5.0 1.5

6th grade 4.9 4.0 0.9

7th grade 2.2 3.0 -0.8

Total 10.1 9.2 1.0
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 15.3 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
U.S. student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 1.3 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School’s 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School gained 
ground compared to their national peers in 10 

out of 18 (56 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
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Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 58.3 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 58.3 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily 
in 2007-2008, due to the support and oversight provided by 
Lighthouse Academies, Inc. The school fell significantly short of 
its enrollment projections, however, which negatively impacted 
its financial position and resulted in staff lay-offs.

Board 
Governance

The school is governed by the Lighthouse Academies of Indiana 
(LAI) Board and receives support from a local advisory board. 
The LAI Board is very engaged in the business operations of the 
school and effectively oversees school leadership. Meetings are 
orderly and closely follow procedural guidelines (e.g., detailed 
minutes, parliamentary procedures). In addition, the Board has 
added local representation and increased in size. The school 
could benefit from increased input from the local advisory board, 
whose role and authority are unclear.

Leadership

The school must ensure that effective and stable building level 
leadership is established. The school will not retain its Principal 
or Director of Instruction going into 2008-2009, and the school 
hired a new Regional Director in January of 2008. Carefully 
identifying and supporting leadership that is the right fit for the 
school is of critical importance.



2007-2008 Accountability Report
152

Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 74%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 93%

Curriculum/academic program 95%

Class size 91%

Quality of teaching/instruction 91%

Opportunities for parent participation 92%

School administration 78%

Faculty/teachers 86%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

67%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 79%

Return to school 79%

Overall satisfaction 90%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 5%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 74%

Based on research evidence 68%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 68%

Works directly with teachers 42%

Makes clear the expectations 50%

Communicates a clear vision 78%

Likely to…

Return to school 53%

Overall satisfaction 47%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FAct
Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School is 

commended for undertaking a rigorous and reflective 
self-evaluation process. Staff were transparent, open 

and honest and conducted the review with integrity.
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Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for 
compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The school generally met its compliance and reporting obliga-
tions to the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
However, the school did not produce teacher licenses in a timely manner and 
was late in submitting a signed, hard copy of the Average Daily Membership 
(ADM) report to the IDOE in the fall and a follow-up ADM report in the spring.  
The school received notification of noncompliance on compliance Indicator 11 
from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); this indicator refers to 
students receiving an evaluation within 60 days of identification. The school has 
one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be monitored by DEL in 
accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring System.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The school is commended for undertaking a rigorous and •	
reflective self-evaluation process.  Staff were transparent, 
open and honest and conducted the review with integrity.  

The school adequately maintains special education •	
files and fulfills its obligations to English as a Second 
Language students.  

Results from surveys indicate that parents are satisfied •	
with the information they receive from the school.  

Key Areas 
for Attention

The school must analyze its nationally-developed curricu-•	
lum to ensure alignment with Indiana standards.

The school continues to struggle with maintaining cleanli-•	
ness in its restrooms and common areas.  

Teachers reported low staff morale, primarily because of •	
problems with student discipline, high teacher turnover, 
inadequate planning time and having to attend to non-
instructional responsibilities.

Despite the availability of assessment tools and profes-•	
sional development, the use of data to drive instruction is 
limited.  

The quality of instruction varies across classrooms and •	
some teachers fail to follow pacing guides, thus contribut-
ing to a lack of rigor.  

Staff remain ill-equipped to effectively prevent and •	
address aggressive and explosive behaviors of students.  

QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?
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Indianapolis Lighthouse Charter School 
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Indianapolis Metropolitan High School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 9-12 9-12

Maximum possible enrollment 512 480

Students enrolled 342 N/A

Students on waiting list 59 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”  It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum 
enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting 
list, while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Through its small size, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School attempts to 
ensure that every student has genuine, individualized relationships with 
teachers and other adults, and that every student becomes a self-directed 
learner. The school’s goal is to provide a unique, personalized education for 
students working toward a high school diploma.

Free/reduced lunch 63.0%

Special education 21.1%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
28.0%

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
67.0%

Other
4.0%

Male
48%

Female
52%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

White
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Other
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

92.0%

Indianapolis Metropolitan 
High School

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:



2007-2008 Accountability Report
156

The Indiana Department of Education did not assign an Adequate Yearly 
Progress rating or Public Law 221 category placement before the publication of 
this report, due to the merger of two charter schools (Indianapolis Met #1 and 
Indianapolis Met #2) into one (The Indianapolis Metropolitan High School). As a 
result, there are no Figures D or E for this school.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. Prior to 2007, data 
are the weighted average combination of Indianapolis Met #1 and Indianapolis Met #2.  

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2006-2007 when the 10th grade cohort was in 9th grade, students were, on average, 50.9 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 10th graders, student performance grew to 22.3 
ponts below proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time. As a result, there is no Figure I for this 
school.

Comparative Gains: How much did Indianapolis 
Metropolitan High School students improve 
compared to their peers?  
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Indianapolis Metropolitan 
High School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United 
States (Figure H). The figures show where Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. 
Indianapolis Metropolitan High School students gained ground compared to their 
Indiana peers in 3 out of 6 (50 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They 
gained ground compared to their national peers in 3 out of 6 (50 percent) grades 
and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Indianapolis Metropolitan High 
School vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/
Subject

Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground

Mathematics 3.7 3.0 0.7
9th grade 6.0 3.0 3.0
10th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2
Reading 1.6 1.0 0.6
9th grade 0.0 1.0 -1.0
10th grade 3.4 1.0 2.4
Language Usage 1.9 1.0 0.9
9th grade 2.8 1.0 1.8
10th grade 1.0 1.0 0.0
Total 2.4 1.7 0.8
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 9th grade mathematics. The 
numbers in that row show that 9th grade students at the school made an average gain of 6.0 points, compared to 3.0 points for the 
average Indiana student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 
3.0 points higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Indianapolis Metropolitan 
High School’s average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Indianapolis Metropolitan High School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Indianapolis Metropolitan High 
School vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/
Subject

Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground

Mathematics 3.7 3.0 0.7
9th grade 6.0 3.0 3.0
10th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2
Reading 1.6 1.5 0.1
9th grade 0.0 2.0 -2.0
10th grade 3.4 1.0 2.4
Language Usage 1.9 1.0 0.9
9th grade 2.8 1.0 1.8
10th grade 1.0 1.0 0.0
Total 2.4 1.8 0.6
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 9th grade mathematics. The 
numbers in that row show that 9th grade students at the school made an average gain of 6.0 points, compared to 3.0 points for the 
average U.S. student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 3.0 
points higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Indianapolis Metropolitan High 
School’s average gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
1 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

1.3.
Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by 
the Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Does Not Meet Standard

1.4
During the school’s fourth year of operation, 90 percent or more of gradu-
ates will enroll in a 2- or 4- year post-secondary institution.*

Exceeds Standard

*Goal 1.4 is specific to the Indianapolis Metropolitan High School, with standards for performance set by the school and approved by the 
Mayor’s office.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school is in sound fiscal health, due in part to the signifi-
cant financial management assistance provided by Goodwill 
Industries of Central Indiana. During the school year, the Indiana 
State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s finances 
for the time period from July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The 
examination outlined minor findings related to the school’s finan-
cial accounting practices. Some of the findings – specifically 
that school lunch reimbursement claims were not submitted in 
a timely manner and employee time, attendance and service 
records were not presented for examination – appeared on the 
school’s previous examination suggesting that the school has not 
yet satisfactorily resolved these issues.

Board 
Governance

The board is highly engaged and demonstrates a thorough 
understanding of school operations. Board members hold staff 
accountable for appropriately delivering a high-quality education 
to students and remain consistently focused on improving the 
school’s academic performance. The board is receptive to staff 
suggestions and works with school leadership in specific and 
meaningful ways.

Leadership

The school leadership team has clearly defined roles and 
distribution of responsibility. The administration structure allows 
the school’s four principals to focus on implementing and 
improving the school’s academic program, while the school’s 
CEO and other administrators are able to focus on the business 
and human resource operations of the school. The leadership 
team offers a diverse range of skills and abilities.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 60%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 91%

Curriculum/academic program 77%

Class size 98%

Quality of teaching/instruction 85%

Opportunities for parent participation 80%

School administration 78%

Faculty/teachers 85%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

57%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 75%

Return to school 78%

Overall satisfaction 87%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 19%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 83%

Based on research evidence 67%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 55%

Works directly with teachers 57%

Makes clear the expectations 71%

Communicates a clear vision 74%

Likely to…

Return to school 79%

Overall satisfaction 88%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
2 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 2: Is the organization effective and well-run?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

2.1. Is the school in sound fiscal health? Meets Standard

2.2. Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong? Does Not Meet Standard

2.3. Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? Exceeds Standard

2.4. Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? Meets Standard

2.5.
Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational 
leadership?

Approaching Standard

FACT
The administration 

and leadership 
have sufficient 
academic and 

business expertise 
that has been 

stable over time.
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The Indianapolis Metropolitan High School satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 
for compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students 
across Indianapolis. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any 
significant concerns related to these obligations. However, the school was late 
in submitting its Biannual Financial Report (Form 9) to the Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) and did not consistently produce teacher licenses in a 
timely manner. In addition, the school received notification of noncompliance on 
compliance Indicator 13 from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL). 
This indicator refers to the percent of youth age 14 and above with Individualized 
Education Plans (IEP) that include coordinated, measurable and annual IEP 
goals and transition services that reasonably enable students to meet their post-
secondary goals. 

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
3 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 3: Is the school meeting its operations and access obligations?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

3.1.
Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure and 
governance obligations?

Meets Standard

3.2. Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning? Meets Standard

3.3.
Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil 
enrollment process?

Meets Standard

3.4.
Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its students with 
special needs?

Approaching 
Standard
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

As part of its oversight of charter schools, the Mayor’s Office engaged external reviewers to conduct site visits 
of schools in their fourth year of operation. The purpose is to present the school and the Mayor’s Office with a 
professional judgment on conditions and practices at the school, which are best provided through an external 
perspective. The site visit uses multiple sources of evidence to understand the school’s performance. Evidence 
collection begins before the visit with the review of key documents and continues on-site through additional 
document review, classroom visits and interviews with a number of stakeholders.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

The board is active and knowledgeable in its role and enhances the mission of the •	
school.

Key  
Commendations

The administration and leadership have sufficient academic and business expertise •	
that has been stable over time.

There is clear evidence of a strong commitment to the mission at the school.•	

Ongoing communication with students and parents is clear and helpful.   •	

Key Areas for 
Attention

The school has yet to establish a rigorous academic curriculum to ensure that stu-•	
dents achieve necessary content and skills.  

The school has not fully aligned its curriculum to state standards and does not •	
consistently implement the curriculum to ensure all students master the content.

Learning standards and assessments are not effectively used as of yet to inform and •	
improve instruction on a systematic basis. 

The school needs to have a greater focus on professional development opportunities •	
that focus on increasing the rigor of the academic program.

FACT
The board is active and 

knowledgeable in its 
role and enhances the 
mission of the school.
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Core 
Question 4 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet 
Standard,” “Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 4: Is the school providing appropriate conditions for success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

4.1.
Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials 
for each grade? 

Does Not Meet Standard

4.2.
Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s 
mission? 

Does Not Meet Standard

4.3.
For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on 
and support and preparation for post-secondary options? 

Approaching Standard

4.4.
Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to 
inform and improve instruction? 

Does Not Meet Standard

4.5.
Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and 
deployed its staff effectively? 

Approaching Standard

4.6. Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders? Meets Standard

4.7. Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success? Approaching Standard

4.8. Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful? Meets Standard
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Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G:. Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H:  Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.
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KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 5-8 5-8

Maximum possible enrollment 320 320

Students enrolled 250 N/A

Students on waiting list 4 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.”  It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum 
enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting 
list, while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory’s mission is to strengthen the 
character, knowledge and academic skills of its students, empowering them 
to make decisions that ensure success in college. The school was founded 
on the principles of high expectations, choice and commitment, more time, 
power to lead and focus on results.

Free/reduced lunch 84.0%

Special education 12.8%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics

Hispanic
1.0%

Black
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Other
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Male
46%

Female
54%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

97.7%

KIPP Indianapolis 
College Preparatory

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students No Yes Yes Yes

Black No Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Exemplary Progress
The school demonstrated improvement of 9.3 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 55.9 percent to receive an “Exemplary Progress” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 8th grade cohort was in 5th grade, students were, on average, 38.0 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 6th graders, student performance grew to 9.8 
points below proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 8th grade cohort was in 5th grade, students were, on average, 21.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 6th graders, student performance grew to 5.3 points 
below proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory’s students 
improve compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at KIPP Indianapolis College 
Preparatory with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the 
United States (Figure H). The figures show where KIPP Indianapolis College 
Preparatory’s students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared 
to their peers. KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory’s students gained ground 
compared to their Indiana peers in 7 out of 11 (64 percent) grades and subjects 
(Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national peers in 7 out of 11 
(64 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring



2007-2008 Accountability Report
172

Academic Progress of Students Figure G

KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

KIPP Indianapolis College 
Preparatory vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 5.9 6.3 -0.4
5th grade 21.8 9.0 12.8

6th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

7th grade 4.9 6.0 -1.1

8th grade 1.2 5.0 -3.8

Reading 5.8 3.8 2.1
5th grade 9.8 6.0 3.8

6th grade 5.9 4.0 1.9

7th grade 6.4 3.0 3.4

8th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2

Language Usage 5.9 3.6 2.3
5th grade 4.0 5.0 -1.0

6th grade 6.1 4.0 2.1

7th grade 5.7 3.0 2.7

Total 5.9 4.6 1.3
How to read this figure: The fourth row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 7th grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 7th grade students at the school made an average gain of 4.9 points, compared to 6.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 1.1 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

KIPP Indianapolis College 
Preparatory vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 5.9 6.3 -0.4
5th grade 21.8 9.0 12.8

6th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

7th grade 4.9 6.0 -1.1

8th grade 1.2 5.0 -3.8

Reading 5.8 3.6 2.2
5th grade 9.8 5.0 4.8

6th grade 5.9 4.0 1.9

7th grade 6.4 3.0 3.4

8th grade 1.8 3.0 -1.2

Language Usage 5.9 3.6 2.3
5th grade 4.0 5.0 -1.0

6th grade 6.1 4.0 2.1

7th grade 5.7 3.0 2.7

Total 5.9 4.5 1.3
How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 5th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 5th grade students at the school made an average gain of 21.8 points, compared to 9.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 12.8 points higher. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 5th grade mathematics shows 100.0 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 100.0 
percent of 5th graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 7th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
1 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

1.1.
Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by the 
Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Exceeds Standard

1.2
Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured by 
a value-added analysis?

Meets Standard
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

During the 2007-2008 school year, the Indiana State Board of 
Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s finances for the time 
period of July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The examination found 
that the school spent approximately $5,000 for questionable 
staff incentives such as spa trips and facials. In addition, such 
incentives were not administered in accordance with regularly 
accepted disbursement practices, such as having a board-
approved policy authorizing such incentives, having clear criteria 
for the standards or outcomes that must be achieved in order 
for staff to receive incentives, and inclusion of incentives as part 
of each employee’s contract. The examination also noted other 
areas of deficiency that appeared in the school’s previous SBOA 
examination, suggesting that the school had not yet rectified 
these problems. The school must submit to the Mayor’s Office 
revised and new policies and procedures specific to staff incen-
tives. The school also must address areas of deficiency noted in 
multiple examinations.

Board 
Governance

While some board members are very dedicated to the school 
and have engaged in helpful fundraising efforts, development 
of the board’s ability to provide comprehensive oversight of the 
school must be a high priority for the 2008-2009 academic 
year. The board must develop more comprehensive systems 
to hold school leadership accountable. In addition to ensuring 
that all board meetings are conducted publicly and follow all 
Open Door Laws, the board needs to develop and closely follow 
board policies. The board experienced a high level of turnover 
during 2007-2008 and thus the development of individual board 
members must be addressed. 

Leadership

Attending to leadership deficiencies must be of the utmost 
importance in the 2008-2009 academic year. The school’s build-
ing administrator resigned and more than half of the school’s 
staff resigned or were terminated by the school’s CEO during the 
2007-2008 school year. In addition, at the time this report was 
developed, the school’s board created and was initiating a plan 
to examine operational performance concerns and leadership 
capacity due to very serious concerns raised by a number of 
former staff members and parents.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 59%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 78%

Curriculum/academic program 83%

Class size 79%

Quality of teaching/instruction 73%

Opportunities for parent participation 71%

School administration 63%

Faculty/teachers 74%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

50%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 60%

Return to school 61%

Overall satisfaction 75%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 100%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 80%

Based on research evidence 80%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 80%

Works directly with teachers 70%

Makes clear the expectations 90%

Communicates a clear vision 100%

Likely to…

Return to school 90%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
2 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 2: Is the organization effective and well-run? 
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

2.1. Is the school in sound fiscal health? Approaching Standard

2.2. Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong? Approaching Standard

2.3. Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? Approaching Standard

2.4. Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? Meets Standard

2.5. Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational 
leadership?

Does Not Meet 
Standard
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KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory (KIPP) has consistently failed to meet its reporting and 
compliance obligations to the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). 
The school did not effectively manage its compliance responsibilities and continuously failed to 
submit required documents in a timely manner. The school was late in submitting a number of 
reports, including its September Student Residence report (DOE-SR) and signed hard copies 
of the September Student Membership report (DOE-ME); it was also late in submitting both 
reports during the 2006-2007 school year. Additionally, the school was late in submitting its 
attendance rate to the IDOE, its 2007-2008 Title I application, and a revised 2006-2007 Title 
I amendment. Due to this lack of compliance, Title I funds were withheld from the school for 
a period of time. The school’s tardiness in submitting its revised student roster to the Office of 
Charter School Research at Ball State University for Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA) 
testing resulted in significant delays in the fall administration of the assessment for students at 
KIPP. The school received notification of noncompliance on compliance Indicator 13 from the 
IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); this indicator refers to the percent of youth age 
14 and above with Individualized Education Plans (IEP) that include coordinated, measurable 
and annual IEP goals and transition services that reasonably enable students to meet their 
post-secondary goals. The school has one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be 
monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused Monitoring 
System. The school also failed to pay its $10 annual organizational dues to the Secretary of 
State’s office from 2004 to 2008. KIPP must take immediate action to rectify these issues and 
establish more effective systems to satisfy this obligation long-term.

For schools in their fourth year of operation, the Mayor’s Office retains a team of experts to 
review the school’s special education files. The team found that all special education files at 
KIPP were out of compliance, and, in every instance, each student’s IEP was not up-to-date. 
The school must take immediate steps to rectify these issues and ensure that it has a long-
term system to ensure future compliance with state regulations and standards established by 
the Mayor’s Office.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
3 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 3: Is the school meeting its operations and access operations? 
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

3.1.
Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure 
and governance obligations?

Does Not Meet 
Standard

3.2. Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning? Meets Standard

3.3.
Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil 
enrollment process?

Meets Standard

3.4.
Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its special 
needs students?

Does Not Meet 
Standard
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

As part of its oversight of charter schools, the Mayor’s Office engaged external reviewers to conduct site visits 
of schools in their fourth year of operation. The purpose is to present the school and the Mayor’s Office with a 
professional judgment on conditions and practices at the school, which are best provided through an external 
perspective. The site visit uses multiple sources of evidence to understand the school’s performance. Evidence 
collection begins before the visit with the review of key documents and continues on-site through additional 
document review, classroom visits and interviews with a number of stakeholders.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

• The school has a high-quality curriculum aligned to state standards and has  
   supporting materials for each grade level.

• The school does an effective job of using a range of instructional strategies and  
   materials, including focusing on culturally relevant materials.

• The site visit team noted that teachers were adequately supported in developing  
   lesson plans, aligning plans to state standards, differentiating curriculum to meet  
   student needs and facilitating articulation of the curriculum across grade levels.

• KIPP’s stakeholders clearly understand the school’s mission and support the school’s  
   mission, values and pillars. This is evident throughout the school building, as well as  
   in statements made by individuals from the school’s community.

Key Areas for 
Attention

• Attention to the school’s hiring practices should be attended to, as more than half of    
   the school’s staff resigned or were terminated this year.

• The school has an emerging process to conduct regular and systematic reviews  
   to identify gaps in its curriculum, but this process has not been fully developed and  
   implemented.

• The school administers a variety of assessments, but does not yet effectively use this  
   information to guide instruction or to make adjustments to the curriculum.

• Teachers and administrators at KIPP must improve on timeliness in responding to  
   parent inquiries.

fact
KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory 

has a high-quality curriculum aligned 
to state standards and has supporting 

materials for each grade level.
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
4 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 4: Is the school providing appropriate conditions for success? 
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review

Finding

4.1.
Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials for 
each grade? 

Approaching Standard

4.2.
Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s 
mission? 

Meets Standard

4.3.
For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on and 
support and preparation for post-secondary options? 

Not Applicable

4.4.
Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to inform 
and improve instruction? 

Approaching Standard

4.5.
Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and deployed 
its staff effectively? 

Approaching Standard

4.6. Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders? Meets Standard

4.7. Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success? Meets Standard

4.8 Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful Approaching Standard
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KIPP Indianapolis College Preparatory  
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.
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Lawrence Early College High School  
for Science and Technologies

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served 9-11 9-12

Maximum possible enrollment 300 400

Students enrolled 164 N/A

Students on waiting list 0 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Lawrence Early College High School for Science and Technologies provides 
a unique and supportive learning community, particularly for students 
who might not thrive in a traditional high school setting. Students master 
rigorous academic content, earn college credit and gain life and career 
skills necessary for success in the 21st century workplace.

Free/reduced lunch 48.0%

Special education 12.2%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

95.8%

MSD of  
Lawrence Township

95.7%

Lawrence Early 
College High School

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: No English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes No Yes Yes

Black Yes No Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes No Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Probation
The school demonstrated a decrease of 4.9 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 58.4 percent to receive an “Academic Probation” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2006-2007 when the 10th grade cohort was in 9th grade, students were, on average, 19.0 points above 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 10th graders, student perfromance grew to 23.8 
points above proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Because NWEA does not publish proficiency levels for high school grades, it 
could not determine what proportion of students in this school made sufficient 
progress to reach proficiency over time. As a result, there is no Figure I for this 
school.

Comparative Gains: How much did Lawrence 
Early College High School’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Lawrence Early College High 
School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States 
(Figure H). The figures show where Lawrence Early College High School’s 
students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. 
Lawrence Early College High School’s students gained ground compared to their 
Indiana peers in 2 out of 6 (33 percent) grades and subjects (Figure G). They 
gained ground compared to their national peers in 2 out of 6 (33 percent) grades 
and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores From Fall To Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Lawrence Early College High School for Science and Technologies vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through 
Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Lawrence Early College High 
School for Science and 

Technologies vs. Indiana Gains
Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 3.0 3.0 0.0
9th grade 3.0 3.0 0.0
10th grade 2.9 3.0 -0.1

Reading 1.0 1.0 0.0
9th grade 0.7 1.0 -0.3

10th grade 2.6 1.0 1.6

Language Usage 1.8 1.0 0.8
9th grade 1.3 1.0 0.3

10th grade 3.0 1.0 2.0
Total 2.0 1.8 0.2
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 10th grade students at the school made an average gain of 2.9 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 0.1 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Lawrence Early College High School for Science 
and Technologies’ average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Lawrence Early College High School for Science and Technologies vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 
through Spring 2008

Lawrence Early College High 
School for Science and 

Technologies vs. U.S. Gains
Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 3.0 3.0 0.0
9th grade 3.0 3.0 0.0
10th grade 2.9 3.0 -0.1

Reading 1.0 1.8 -0.8
9th grade 0.7 2.0 -1.3

10th grade 2.6 1.0 1.6

Language Usage 1.8 1.0 0.8
9th grade 1.3 1.0 0.3

10th grade 3.0 1.0 2.0
Total 2.0 2.1 -0.2
How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 10th grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 10th grade students at the school made an average gain of 2.9 points, compared to 3.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “stayed even” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 0.1 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Lawrence Early College High School for Science 
and Technologies’ average gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

Lawrence Early College High School faces significant financial 
challenges, due in large part to not meeting its enrollment targets 
and high facility expenses. The school has adjusted its market-
ing plan, engaged an experienced accounting firm to assist in 
financial management and is exploring options to address its 
facility expenses. The school must, however, further develop 
and implement a plan that brings short- and long-term financial 
stability to the school. During the school year, the Indiana State 
Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the school’s finances for 
the time period of July 1, 2005 to June 30, 2007. The examina-
tion outlined minor findings related to the school’s financial 
accounting practices. The school did not submit an official 
response that was included with the examination, but provided 
the Mayor’s Office with a plan to address these findings. 

Board 
Governance

The school’s board experienced some turnover this year, as two 
members of the five-person board resigned. Since then, the 
board has added new members. Remaining and new board 
members discuss agenda items at length, ask detailed questions 
of the school leadership and are committed to the long-term 
success of the school. 

Leadership

The school did not renew the contract of its school leader and 
will begin the 2008-2009 academic year with an interim school 
leader. The school’s board is committed to finding the right 
permanent school leader and hopes to do so early in the fall of 
2008. 
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 53%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 84%

Curriculum/academic program 67%

Class size 100%

Quality of teaching/instruction 67%

Opportunities for parent participation 84%

School administration 63%

Faculty/teachers 89%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

75%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 63%

Return to school 56%

Overall satisfaction 79%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 100%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 67%

Based on research evidence 33%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 83%

Works directly with teachers 67%

Makes clear the expectations 67%

Communicates a clear vision 83%

Likely to…

Return to school 100%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
All constituents report high standards 

for student behavior and improved 
culture and safety in the school.
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Lawrence Early College High School satisfied its obligations in 2007-2008 for 
compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access to students across 
Indianapolis. The school generally met its compliance and reporting obligations 
to the Mayor’s Office and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). However, 
the school did not produce all teacher licenses in a timely manner. Additionally, 
Section 3.2B., C. of the school’s Charter Agreement requires local, state and 
national criminal background checks to be completed on all board members. 
National criminal background checks have not yet been completed for all board 
members. 

For schools in their second year of operation, the Mayor’s Office retains a team of 
experts to review the school’s special education files. The team found all files to 
be current and up-to-date. 

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

All constituents report high standards for student •	
behavior and improved culture and safety in the school.

The school has an explicit process for teacher evalua-•	
tion that is reported to be consistently implemented. 

Teachers reported submitting and receiving feedback •	
on lesson plans weekly.

Key Areas for 
Attention

The team saw little evidence related to regular use of •	
data to inform instructional decisions. 

Students reported a need for more guidance regarding •	
post-secondary educational options and preparations 
for those options.

The school should ensure that all important school •	
communications are received by all students including 
students attending classes off-campus at Ivy Tech 
Community College.

The school must assess the efficacy of large class size •	
on student learning.

Parents reported issues related to communications; for •	
example, they said that online grades are not consis-
tently current and not all teachers reply promptly to 
e-mails and phone inquiries. 
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Lawrence Early College High School  
for Science and Technologies Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Monument Lighthouse Charter School

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-6 K-12

Maximum possible enrollment 353 770

Students enrolled 316 N/A

Students on waiting list 56 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum enroll-
ment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting list, 
while other grade levels may have openings.  

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Students at Monument Lighthouse Charter School will acquire the knowledge, 
skills, values and attitudes to be responsible citizens and effective workers. 
Students will realize this mission through a curriculum that infuses fine and 
performing arts into a rigorous core of content.

Free/reduced lunch 85.0%

Special education 4.4%

Limited English 
proficiency

—

Note: The Indiana Department of Education 
does not release the number of Limited 
English Proficiency students in a school if 
that number is less than 10.

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C

96.4%

Monument Lighthouse 
Charter School

95.9%

All Indiana  
Public Schools

94.1%

Indianapolis  
Public Schools

Student Composition Figure B

2007-2008 Demographics:
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Because 2007-2008 was Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s first year in 
operation, it did not receive an Adequate Yearly Progress rating or Public Law 
221 category placement. As a result, there are no Figures D or E for this school.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2007-2008 students in the 6th grade cohort were, on average, 4.0 points above proficiency on the 
English/language arts portion of ISTEP+.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Monument  
Lighthouse Charter School’s students improve 
compared to their peers? 
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Monument Lighthouse Charter 
School with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the United States 
(Figure H). The figures show where Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s 
students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even compared to their peers. 
Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s students gained ground compared to 
their Indiana peers in 11 out of 15 (73 percent) grades and subjects (Figure 
G). They gained ground compared to their national peers in 10 out of 15 (67 
percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores From Fall To Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Monument Lighthouse Charter School vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Monument Lighthouse Charter 
School vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.7 10.1 1.5
2nd grade 16.6 14.0 2.6
3rd grade 8.5 10.0 -1.5
4th grade 8.3 9.0 -0.7

5th grade 14.1 9.0 5.1

6th grade 6.6 7.0 -0.4

Reading 11.4 8.1 3.4
2nd grade 16.4 13.0 3.4

3rd grade 9.0 8.0 1.0
4th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

5th grade 13.2 6.0 7.2
6th grade 6.4 4.0 2.4
Language Usage 9.8 7.7 2.1
2nd grade 15.4 14.0 1.4
3rd grade 8.1 8.0 0.1
4th grade 10.0 6.0 4.0

5th grade 6.9 5.0 1.9
6th grade 8.0 4.0 4.0
Total 11.0 8.6 2.3

How to read this figure: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 8.5 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 1.5 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s 

students gained ground compared 
to their Indiana peers in 11 out of 15 

(73 percent) grades and subjects.



2007-2008 Accountabilty Report
196

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Monument Lighthouse Charter School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Monument Lighthouse Charter 
School vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 11.7 10.3 1.4
2nd grade 16.6 14.0 2.6
3rd grade 8.5 11.0 -2.5
4th grade 8.3 9.0 -0.7

5th grade 14.1 9.0 5.1

6th grade 6.6 7.0 -0.4

Reading 11.4 8.0 3.4
2nd grade 16.4 13.0 3.4

3rd grade 9.0 9.0 0.0
4th grade 7.9 7.0 0.9

5th grade 13.2 5.0 8.2
6th grade 6.4 4.0 2.4
Language Usage 9.8 7.9 1.9
2nd grade 15.4 14.0 1.4
3rd grade 8.1 9.0 -0.9
4th grade 10.0 6.0 4.0

5th grade 6.9 5.0 1.9
6th grade 8.0 4.0 4.0
Total 11.0 8.7 2.2

How to read this figure: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 16.6 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average 
U.S. student. These students “gained ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 2.6 points 
higher. A rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Monument Lighthouse Charter School’s 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Monument Lighthouse Charter School gained 
ground compared to their national peers in 10 

out of 15 (67 percent) grades and subjects.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this figure: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 57.1 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 57.1 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.

Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Monument Lighthouse Charter School vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008 with no significant problems reported. This is largely 
due to the support and management of Lighthouse Academies, 
Inc., the school’s charter management organization.

Board 
Governance

The school is governed by the Lighthouse Academies of Indiana 
(LAI) Board and receives support from a local advisory board. 
The LAI board is very engaged in the business operations of the 
school and effectively oversees school leadership. Meetings are 
orderly and closely follow procedural guidelines (e.g., detailed 
minutes, parliamentary procedures). In addition, the board has 
added local representation and increased in size. The school 
could benefit from increased input from the local advisory board, 
whose role and authority are unclear.

Leadership

The school’s principal is experienced in launching, operating 
and leading a charter school and has developed a culture of 
high expectations for student achievement and behavior. In addi-
tion, Lighthouse Academies, Inc. provides leadership support, 
resources and expertise, which allowed the school to open 
successfully with few problems. However, school administration 
must work to establish a more structured professional develop-
ment and mentorship program for new teachers.  
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 85%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 94%

Curriculum/academic program 93%

Class size 89%

Quality of teaching/instruction 92%

Opportunities for parent participation 95%

School administration 91%

Faculty/teachers 92%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

75%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 88%

Return to school 88%

Overall satisfaction 95%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 85%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 80%

Based on research evidence 65%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 80%

Works directly with teachers 89%

Makes clear the expectations 95%

Communicates a clear vision 95%

Likely to…

Return to school 85%

Overall satisfaction 90%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

FACT
Monument Lighthouse Charter School had 

a strong opening, and teachers, parents and 
students report that the school is safe and that 

there is a strong culture for student success.



2007-2008 Accountabilty Report
200

Monument Lighthouse Charter School generally satisfied its obligations in 
2007-2008 for compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access 
to students across Indianapolis. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did 
not indicate any significant concerns related to these obligations. However, 
the school was seriously delinquent in providing the Mayor’s Office with valid 
licenses for teachers. The school has developed a plan for providing licenses in a 
more timely manner.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The school had a strong opening, and teachers, parents •	
and students report that the school is safe and that 
there is a strong culture for student success. 

The school is commended for recruiting a diverse •	
staff that reflects its student and community group 
populations.  

All constituents know and understand the mission, •	
especially related to the importance of attending and 
succeeding in college.   

Classroom observations showed some use of differenti-•	
ated instruction based on student ability, content and 
student interest.  

Classes were found to be respectful, orderly and •	
focused on learning.

Key Areas for 
Attention

The school had a large percentage of teachers with tem-•	
porary emergency permits or in transition-to-teaching 
programs. The school must ensure that teachers are 
taking necessary steps to obtain long-term credentials.

The school must ensure that novice teachers are •	
provided appropriate mentoring.

The site team observed variability among classrooms in •	
terms of effectiveness of student discipline, classroom 
practice and rigor of lessons. Classroom observations 
demonstrated that 75 percent of classes’ learning activi-
ties were focused on memorization or understanding 
versus higher-order thinking skills. 

The school should analyze its curriculum to ensure full •	
alignment with Indiana state standards.

The site visit team observed significant loss of instruc-•	
tional time due to student behavior in approximately half 
of the classrooms. 
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Monument Lighthouse Charter School  
Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”
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Southeast Neighborhood School 
of Excellence

Enrollment and Demand Figure A

2007-2008 At Capacity

Grades served K-6 K-6

Maximum possible enrollment 240 240

Students enrolled 253 N/A

Students on waiting list 27 N/A
“N/A” denotes “Not Applicable.” It is possible for a school that has not reached maximum 
enrollment to have a waiting list because some grade levels may be fully enrolled with a waiting 
list, while other grade levels may have openings. Actual enrollment may exceed the maximum 
enrollment stated in the Charter by 10 percent. 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION
Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE) is a community-driven 
elementary school that nurtures academic excellence, social development 
and civic responsibility in every individual. SENSE seeks to build a strong 
foundation for learning and living by creating in its students a thirst for 
knowledge and an enthusiasm for learning.

Free/reduced lunch 87.0%

Special education 16.2%

Limited English 
proficiency

11.5%

Student Composition     Figure B
2007-2008 Demographics
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2007-2008 Attendance Rate Figure C
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2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress Figure D

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

OVERALL 
DETERMINATION: Yes English Mathematics Attendance

Participation 
Rate

All students Yes Yes Yes Yes

Black Yes Yes Yes

Free/reduced lunch Yes Yes Yes
Blank areas indicate that the Indiana Department of Education concluded it was not possible to 
make a determination in the particular category for this school. Attendance rate determination is 
made only for “All students,” not for subgroups.

QUESTION 1:
IS THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM A SUCCESS?

2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement Figure E

As Determined by the Indiana Department of Education

Category Placement:  Academic Watch
The school demonstrated improvement of 2.6 percent in ISTEP+ pass rates 
and an overall pass rate of 57.2 percent to receive an “Academic Watch” 
placement.
Each school is placed into one of five performance categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch or Academic Probation – based on 
a combination of its improvement on the ISTEP+ and its overall ISTEP+ pass rate.

ISTEP+ Results
Since 2004, all public schools in Indiana have administered the ISTEP+ in grades 
3 through 10 for both English and mathematics. Figure F shows how particular 
classes at the school have scored on the ISTEP+ over time. The difference 
between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+ is an indication of how well students have mastered grade-level 
material. An improving class would have larger and larger green bars (rising higher 
above proficiency) or smaller and smaller red bars (approaching proficiency). A 
declining class would show the opposite: shrinking green bars or growing red bars. 
These simple comparisons of year-to-year performance are not perfect indicators 
of how much individual students have improved over time because the group of 
students taking the test changes somewhat each year. However, these compari-
sons do provide a general indication of overall student growth within classes. 
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — English/Language Arts Figure F

Missing years within cohorts indicate that Indiana did not offer a particular subject test in that grade for that 
year or that no students were in the applicable grade in this school at the time of testing. 

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 6h grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 5.0 points below 
proficiency on the English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance fell to 24.0 
points below proficiency.
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Average ISTEP+ Performance — Mathematics Figure F

How to read these figures: These figures show the difference between students’ average ISTEP+ score and the score needed to be 
proficient on the ISTEP+. This value is listed above each bar. A green bar indicates that the average student score was above the score 
needed to be proficient on the ISTEP+. A red bar indicates that the average student score was below the score needed to be proficient 
on the ISTEP+. For example, in 2004-2005 when the 6th grade cohort was in 3rd grade, students were, on average, 30.0 points below 
proficiency on the mathematics portion of ISTEP+. However, the next year, as 4th graders, student performance grew to 17.0 points 
below proficiency.
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Mayor-sponsored charter schools administered the Northwest Evaluation 
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) test in reading, 
mathematics and language in both the fall and spring. NWEA, a national 
nonprofit organization that provides research-based assessments, analyzed 
the results so the Mayor’s Office could answer two questions about how much 
students learned during the 2007-2008 school year:

Did students gain ground, lose ground or stay even compared to their peers •	
nationally and in Indiana?

What proportion of students made sufficient progress to reach proficiency over •	
time? 

Comparative Gains: How much did Southeast 
Neighborhood School of Excellence’s students 
improve compared to their peers?   
NWEA compared the average gains of students at Southeast Neighborhood 
School of Excellence with those of students across Indiana (Figure G) and the 
United States (Figure H). The figures show where Southeast Neighborhood 
School of Excellence’s students gained ground, lost ground or stayed even com-
pared to their peers. Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence’s students 
gained ground compared to their Indiana peers in 4 out of 15 (27 percent) 
grades and subjects (Figure G). They gained ground compared to their national 
peers in 4 out of 15 (27 percent) grades and subjects (Figure H).

Growth in Test Scores from Fall to Spring
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Academic Progress of Students Figure G

Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Academic Progress

Southeast Neighborhood School 
of Excellence vs. Indiana Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth Indiana Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.6 10.5 -3.9
2nd grade 8.7 14.0 -5.3

3rd grade 6.6 10.0 -3.4

4th grade 5.1 9.0 -3.9

5th grade 7.0 9.0 -2.0

6th grade 3.1 7.0 3.9

Reading 8.4 8.7 -0.3

2nd grade 11.0 13.0 -2.0
3rd grade 5.7 8.0 -2.3

4th grade 7.8 7.0 0.8

5th grade 9.8 6.0 3.8

6th grade 6.7 4.0 2.7

Language Usage 7.5 8.5 -1.0
2nd grade 9.7 14.0 -4.3

3rd grade 7.6 8.0 -0.4

4th grade 5.8 6.0 -0.2

5th grade 5.8 5.0 0.8

6th grade 7.3 4.0 3.3

Total 7.5 9.3 -1.8
How to read this chart: The third row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 3rd grade mathematics. The numbers in 
that row show that 3rd grade students at the school made an average gain of 6.6 points, compared to 10.0 points for the average Indiana 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average Indiana student because their average gains were 3.4 points lower. A 
rating of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence’s 
average gains for this grade and subject and the average Indiana gains.

FACT
100 percent of 6th graders made 

gains large enough that they would be 
expected to reach proficiency in language 

in the spring of their 8th grade year.

Because students at SENSE attended school on a significantly extended schedule 
– begining school in July – these comparisons may not fully reflect the average 
growth students made during one academic year.
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Academic Progress of Students Figure H

Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 2007 through Spring 2008

Southeast Neighborhood School 
of Excellence vs. U.S. Gains

Gained or Lost Ground

Grade Level/Subject Student Growth U.S. Growth Gained Ground Stayed Even Lost Ground
Mathematics 6.6 10.8 -4.2
2nd grade 8.7 14.0 -5.3

3rd grade 6.6 11.0 -4.4

4th grade 5.1 9.0 -3.9

5th grade 7.0 9.0 -2.0

6th grade 3.1 7.0 -3.9

Reading 8.4 8.9 -0.5
2nd grade 11.0 13.0 -2.0

3rd grade 5.7 9.0 -3.3

4th grade 7.8 7.0 0.8

5th grade 9.8 5.0 4.8

6th grade 6.7 4.0 2.7

Language Usage 7.5 8.8 -1.2
2nd grade 9.7 14.0 -4.3

3rd grade 7.6 9.0 -1.4

4th grade 5.8 6.0 -0.2

5th grade 5.8 5.0 -0.8

6th grade 7.3 4.0 3.3

Total 7.5 9.5 -2.0
How to read this chart: The second row, as an example, under the Grade Level/Subject column is 2nd grade mathematics. The numbers 
in that row show that 2nd grade students at the school made an average gain of 8.7 points, compared to 14.0 points for the average U.S. 
student. These students “lost ground” compared to the average U.S. student because their average gains were 5.3 points lower. A rating 
of “stayed even” means there was no statistically significant difference between Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence’s average 
gains for this grade and subject and the average U.S. gains.

FACT
Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence (SENSE) 

was one of two Mayor-sponsored charter schools that 
received the Effective Practice Incentive Community 
(EPIC) National Charter School Consortium award, a 

national award given to fewer than 100 charter schools 
across the country for improved student achievement.

Because students at SENSE attended school on a significantly extended schedule 
– begining school in July – these comparisons may not fully reflect the average 
growth students made during one academic year.
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Sufficient Gains: What proportion of students 
Are on track to reach proficiency? 
NWEA determined the target amount of growth each student needed to achieve 
between fall 2007 and spring 2008 in order to be on track to become proficient 
within two academic years. NWEA then compared the student’s actual growth to 
this target. If the student’s actual growth was greater than or equal to the target, 
the student was deemed to have made sufficient gains. NWEA then calculated 
the percentage of students who made sufficient gains in each subject and grade, 
and Figure I displays the results.

Students Achieving Sufficient Gains Figure I

To Become Proficient within Two Years

Mathematics Reading Language Arts
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Students Achieving Sufficient Gains  Figure I
To Become Proficient Within Two Years

Sufficient Gains

How to read this chart: For example, 2nd grade mathematics shows 33.3 percent. This means that at their current rate of progress, 33.3 
percent of 2nd graders enrolled in this school during the 2007-2008 school year made gains large enough that they would be expected to 
reach proficiency in mathematics in the spring of their 4th grade year and, therefore, pass the ISTEP+ the following fall.

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 1 of 
the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” “Approaching 
Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 1: Is the educational program a success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

1.1.
Is the school making adequate yearly academic progress, as measured by 
the Indiana Department of Education’s system of accountability?

Meets Standard

1.2.
Are students making substantial and adequate gains over time, as measured 
using value-added analysis?

Approaching Standard
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QUESTION 2:
IS THE ORGANIZATION EFFECTIVE AND WELL-RUN?

Expert Assessment of Organizational Viability Figure J

Findings from Expert Site Visit Teams, Reviews by an Outside Accounting Firm, 
Results from Independent Surveys and Oversight by Mayor’s Office

Findings

Fiscal 
Health

The school’s financial systems were managed satisfactorily in 
2007-2008, with no significant problems. During the school 
year, the Indiana State Board of Accounts (SBOA) examined the 
school’s finances for the time period from July 1, 2005 to June 
30, 2007. The report outlined some findings, all of which were 
minor. The school did not maintain employee time, attendance 
or service records during the examination period, a finding that 
appeared on a previous report indicating that the school has not 
yet satisfactorily resolved these issues.

Board 
Governance

Board members offer a diverse range of skills and represent the 
community being served. The subcommittee structure of the 
board has allowed members to effectively focus their efforts on 
individual interests and expertise. During 2007-2008, the board 
engaged in strategic planning and training, allowing them to 
become more actively engaged in the operations of the school.  

Leadership

The school leadership team demonstrates strong academic 
and business expertise and has remained stable over time. 
The administration effectively facilitates communication and 
provides consistent support for staff, students and families. The 
leadership team has established a culture of high expectations 
for student achievement and behavior and has implemented 
innovative new programs and resources for the school.
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Parent Evaluation Figure K

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 90%

Satisfied with…

Individualized student attention 93%

Curriculum/academic program 94%

Class size 99%

Quality of teaching/instruction 97%

Opportunities for parent participation 97%

School administration 96%

Faculty/teachers 97%

Services provided to students with special 
needs 

73%

Likely to…

Recommend school to friends or colleagues 91%

Return to school 91%

Overall satisfaction 93%

Staff Evaluation Figure L

Quality of education “very good” or “excellent” 90%

School improvement efforts are…

Focused on student learning 93%

Based on research evidence 70%

Principal at this school…

Tracks student progress 66%

Works directly with teachers 38%

Makes clear the expectations 62%

Communicates a clear vision 90%

Likely to…

Return to school 90%

Overall satisfaction 100%

Parent and Staff Survey Results

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
2 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard,” “Meets Standard” and “Exceeds Standard.”

Core Question 2: Is the organization effective and well-run?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

2.1. Is the school in sound fiscal health? Meets Standard

2.2. Are the school’s student enrollment, attendance and retention rates strong? Approaching Standard

2.3. Is the school’s board active and competent in its oversight? Meets Standard

2.4. Is there a high level of parent satisfaction with the school? Exceeds Standard

2.5.
Is the school administration strong in its academic and organizational 
leadership?

Exceeds Standard
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Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence satisfied its obligations in 
2007-2008 for compliance with laws and regulations and in providing access 
to students across Indianapolis; the school made significant improvements in 
these areas this year. The Mayor’s Office’s internal systems did not indicate any 
significant concerns related to these obligations. However, the school was late 
in submitting its Biannual Financial Report (Form 9) to the Indiana Department 
of Education. In addition, the school received notification of noncompliance on 
compliance Indicator 11 from the IDOE’s Division of Exceptional Learners (DEL); 
this indicator refers to students receiving an evaluation within 60 days of identi-
fication. The school has one year to correct the noncompliance issue and will be 
monitored by DEL in accordance with its Continuous Improvement and Focused 
Monitoring System.

QUESTION 3:
IS THE SCHOOL MEETING ITS OPERATIONS  

AND ACCESS OBLIGATIONS?

Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
3 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 3: Is the school meeting its operations and access obligations?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review Finding

3.1.
Has the school satisfactorily completed all of its organizational structure and 
governance obligations?

Meets Standard

3.2. Is the school’s physical plant safe and conducive to learning? Meets Standard

3.3.
Has the school established and implemented a fair and appropriate pupil 
enrollment process?

Meets Standard

3.4.
Is the school properly maintaining special education files for its students with 
special needs?

Meets Standard

FACT
Leadership 

and staff are 
intentional in 

their focus on 
student learning 
and developing 

strategies for 
increasing 

student success.
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QUESTION 4:
IS THE SCHOOL PROVIDING THE APPROPRIATE 

CONDITIONS FOR SUCCESS?

As part of its oversight of charter schools, the Mayor’s Office engaged external 
reviewers to conduct site visits of schools in their fourth year of operation. The 
purpose is to present the school and the Mayor’s Office with a professional 
judgment on conditions and practices at the school, which are best provided 
through an external perspective. The site visit uses multiple sources of evidence 
to understand the school’s performance. Evidence collection begins before the 
visit with the review of key documents and continues on-site through additional 
document review, classroom visits and interviews with a number of stakeholders.

Expert Site Visit Team’s Key Comments Figure N

Key 
Commendations

The school has an effective and ongoing process for •	
reviewing curriculum and identifying gaps based on 
student performance. 

The pace and content of instruction possesses adequate •	
levels of rigor and challenge. Teachers employ a variety 
of pedagogies to provide differentiated and challenging 
instruction to students.  

The school successfully uses standards and assess-•	
ments to inform and improve instruction.

Leadership and staff are intentional in their focus on •	
student learning and developing strategies for increasing 
student success.  

Key Areas for 
Attention

Although the school is striving to develop effective cur-•	
ricula, staff report confusion around the implementation 
of the mathematics curriculum and struggle to under-
stand and uniformly deliver mathematics instruction.    

There is a lack of clear communication between faculty •	
and administration, leading to uncertainty among the 
staff with respect to job performance and job security, 
which affects levels of trust at the school.

The school must take steps to ensure that student •	
attendance is more consistent. 
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Fourth Year Charter Review
The Mayor’s Office determines how well schools in their fourth year are meeting the standards in Question 
4 of the Performance Framework. Possible ratings for this question include “Does Not Meet Standard,” 
“Approaching Standard” and “Meets Standard.” 

Core Question 4: Is the school providing appropriate conditions for success?
Ratings from Fourth Year Charter Review

Finding

4.1.
Does the school have a high-quality curriculum and supporting materials 
for each grade? 

Approaching Standard

4.2.
Are the teaching processes (pedagogies) consistent with the school’s 
mission? 

Meets Standard

4.3.
For secondary students, does the school provide sufficient guidance on 
and support and preparation for post-secondary options? 

Not Applicable

4.4.
Does the school effectively use learning standards and assessments to 
inform and improve instruction? 

Meets Standard

4.5.
Has the school developed adequate human resource systems and 
deployed its staff effectively? 

Meets Standard

4.6. Is the school’s mission clearly understood by all stakeholders? Meets Standard

4.7. Is the school climate conducive to student and staff success? Approaching Standard

4.8. Is ongoing communication with students and parents clear and helpful? Meets Standard
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Southeast Neighborhood School of 
Excellence Figure Notes
The information below provides source references and additional informa-
tion for all figures appearing in the main report and each school’s report.

Figure A: 2007-2008 Enrollment and Demand
Source for student enrollment: The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) 
website, based on schools’ Pupil Enrollment Count reported every fall.
Source for maximum possible enrollment: Each school’s charter, on file with 
the Mayor’s Office.
Source for number of students on waiting lists: Schools’ self-report of data 
as of August 1, 2008. 
Note: A school may elect to maintain a smaller overall enrollment than that 
allowed by its charter with the Mayor’s Office.

Figure B: Student Composition
Source for race/ethnicity and free/reduced lunch data: Indiana Department 
of Education (IDOE) website. 
Source for Special Education: IDOE website, Special Education count 
reported December 1, 2007.
Source for Limited English Proficiency: IDOE Division of Language Minority 
and Migrant Programs, count reported in March 2008.

Figure C: 2007-2008 Attendance Rate
Source: Indiana Department of Education website, preliminary figures.

Figure D: 2007-2008 Adequate Yearly Progress 
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  
Note: AYP determinations are required by the federal No Child Left Behind 
Act. If a school enrolled fewer than 30 students in a particular subgroup for 
a full year prior to testing, the IDOE does not issue an AYP determination for 
that subgroup’s performance.  If a school enrolled fewer than 40 students 
in a particular subgroup at the time of testing, the IDOE does not issue an 
AYP determination for that subgroup’s participation. None of the Mayor-
sponsored charter schools had the necessary number of qualifying students 
in the American Native and Asian subgroups.

Figure E: 2007-2008 Public Law 221 Category Placement
Source: Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).
Note: Public Law 221 category placements are required annually by Indiana 
law. A school is placed into one of five categories – Exemplary Progress, 
Commendable Progress, Academic Progress, Academic Watch and 
Academic Probation – based on a combination of the school’s improvement 
in achievement on the ISTEP+ and the school’s overall ISTEP+ pass rate. 
In addition, regardless of its performance on the ISTEP+, a school that 
does not make AYP for two consecutive years in the same content area 
or subgroup cannot receive a category placement higher than Academic 
Progress. For purposes of Public Law 221, the IDOE considers the results 
of the English and math portions of the ISTEP+, but not the science portion. 
To determine improvement, the IDOE uses the greater of (a) the school’s 
change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the most recent year or (b) the school’s 
average change in ISTEP+ pass rates over the past three years. Only stu-
dents who attended the school for at least 126 days during the 2006-2007 
school year and took the fall 2007 ISTEP+ at that same school are included 
in one-year gain calculations for the 2007-2008 category placements. The 
IDOE calculated a school’s “overall” pass rate using the ISTEP+ results of 
all students who attended the school on May 1, 2007, regardless of which 
school the students attended when they took the fall 2007 ISTEP+.  

Figure F: Average ISTEP+ Performance
Source: The IDOE.

Figure G: Academic Progress of Students
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. Indiana Norms (IN), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis. 
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure H: Academic Progress of Students 
Mayor-Sponsored Charter Schools (MSCS) vs. National Norms (U.S.), Fall 
2007 through Spring 2008
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association, 2008. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on test score analysis.
Note: Students are said to have “gained ground” or “lost ground” if their 
average growth differed from that of the norm group to a statistically 
significant degree. 
Note: Not reporting scores where there are less than 10 students in the 
subject and grade follows the Indiana Department of Education policy of not 
reporting performance data when the number of students tested falls below 
10 (The Indiana Department of Education Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook, June 2005, p. 32).

Figure I: Students Achieving Sufficient Gains To Become Proficient 
Within Two Years
Source: “Progress of Indianapolis Charter Schools: An Analysis of National 
Test Score Data,” prepared by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), 
2008.
Note:  For 7th and 8th grade students, “sufficient gains” means sufficient to 
pass proficiency on the ISTEP+ in the fall of 9th grade. To determine what 
score is proficient, NWEA conducted a study in 2003 that found a high 
correlation between student scores on the Measures of Academic Progress 
(MAP) test and the ISTEP+, allowing NWEA to pinpoint a MAP score that 
equates with a passing score on the ISTEP+ in each grade and subject. As 
NWEA has not calculated these cut scores for grades 10 through 12, NWEA 
was unable to calculate sufficient gains for 9th through 12th grades. 

Figure K: Parent Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored charter 
school parents administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Very satisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” responses are on a 
five-point scale that also included “satisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied” and 
“very dissatisfied.” Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”  
Note: Students with special needs include, for example, those for whom 
English is a second language or those with disabilities or other academic 
difficulties.  
Note:  Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Figure L: Staff Evaluation
Source: All results are from confidential surveys of Mayor-sponsored 
charter school staff administered in spring 2008 by Indiana University. See 
Supplemental Report 3 for detailed notes on survey protocol and analysis.
Note: “Strongly agree” and “agree” responses are on a six-point scale 
that also included “agree a little,” “disagree a little,” “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree.”  Calculations do not include missing and “don’t know” 
responses.  
Note: Overall quality of education results include “very good” and “excel-
lent” responses on a five-point scale that also included “good,” “fair” and 
“poor.”
Note: Likelihood calculations include “extremely likely” and “very likely” 
responses on a five-point scale that also included “somewhat likely,” “not 
very likely” and “not at all likely.”

Ratings from the Fourth Year Charter Review
Source: “Indianapolis Mayor’s Office Fourth Year Charter Review” for 
each Fourth Year School (Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, KIPP 
Indianapolis College Preparatory, Indianapolis Metropolitan High School 
and Southeast Neighborhood School of Excellence), available online. The 
schools’ full reports include detailed explanations of the ratings.
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